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Food insecurity in developing countries is multifactorial. Although interventions to 
address these causes exist, evidence of the effectiveness of these interventions is 
limited, and decision-makers are faced with the problem of identifying the best 
interventions for planning and policymaking to mitigate food insecurity. This research 
seeks to identify and evaluate food security interventions, focusing on the Ghanaian 
Livelihood Empowerment Against Poverty (LEAP) programme, a social protection 
intervention. 
A systematic overview of reviews on food insecurity interventions in Low and Middle-
Income Countries was conducted and included 70 reviews. Only 30% of these focused 
on social protection and were of low quality, with little or no impact on household food 
security or resilience to food insecurity. This evidence gap informed the design of a 
mixed method study into both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of the LEAP 
programme in North-Western Ghana, exploring the role of LEAP on household food 
security and resilience to food insecurity. A total of 715 household surveys and 45 in-
depth interviews were conducted. 
The study found strong evidence that the beneficiary status of the LEAP programme 
is endogenous in the food security regressions. After controlling for endogeneity and 
selection bias, it was evident that LEAP beneficiaries are 10 times likely to be more 
food secure compared to non-LEAP households. Literate household heads, livestock 
assets and household size are strongly associated with household food security. 
Participation in the LEAP programme did not have any significant impact on their 
resilience capacities. The results also show that assets and agricultural input and 
technology level of the household are important determinants of household resilience 
capacity. The research finds a growing trend of poverty transfer from children to 
parents in ways that makes it difficult for households to escape food insecurity and 
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 General Introduction 
1.1 Background to the research 
A priority for international development is the alleviation of food insecurity in vulnerable 
populations, as described in Goal 2 of the 2030 Agenda: "end hunger, achieve food 
security and improved nutrition and promote sustainable agriculture" (Sustainable 
Development Goals, 2015). At present, about 2 billion people in the world still don't 
have enough access to safe and nutritious food, of which 20% are suffering from 
undernourishment in Africa (FAO et al., 2019). Sub Saharan Africa (SSA) represents 
the region with the highest prevalence of food insecurity (in relation to undernutrition). 
Hence, the need for food security interventions in SSA. Figure 1.1 shows how Africa 
lags behind the other continents in terms of food insecurity, and Figure 1.2 shows the 
prevalence of undernutrition across different regions in Africa. Food insecurity 
historically has affected rural areas, and more recently, urban centres, where there are 
a growing number of urban poor due to rapid urbanization (Chant, 2015). A 
characteristic of rural households, which have limited productive assets and 
livelihoods, and which frequently live in extreme poverty, is food insecurity (Burchi and 
Strupat, 2016). Conventional agricultural interventions alone cannot alleviate food 




Figure 1.1: Prevalence of undernutrition around the world 
Source: FAO et al. (2019) 
 
Figure 1.2: Prevalence of undernutrition in Africa 
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The importance of the role of individuals, households, communities and nation-states 
in the alleviation of food insecurity and poverty in SSA cannot be underestimated. 
Extensive consideration has been given to agricultural growth, in key development 
reports, including the FAO State of Food Insecurity Reports, Global Report on Food 
Crises, the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals and its preceding 
counterpart, the Millennium Development Goals (Sustainable Development 
Knowledge Platform, 2015). Additionally, numerous other strategies are being 
pioneered and implemented by development agencies in developing countries. 
Consistent with this is the need to understand system shocks, or other challenges, that 
prevent or impede individuals, households and communities from attaining resilience 
to food insecurity. A recent analysis by UN agencies through their annual report on the 
State of Food Insecurity (SOFI) still predicts problems of food insecurity in developing 
countries if efforts are not scaled up (FAO et al., 2019). Food insecurity is, therefore, a 
problem for many households and national governments, in particular in developing 
countries which are most negatively impacted (Devereux and Maxwell, 2001; FAO et 
al., 2019; FAO et al., 2015; Global Report on Food Crises, 2019). 
Food security is an indispensable asset for most households, communities and social 
agents, and is prioritized as part of the economic development of a country. Food 
security is defined as "when all people at all times have physical and economic access 
to sufficient, safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food preferences 
for an active and healthy life" (FAO, 1996, p. 6). It is a basic condition that describes 
living standards in societies in the world. It is therefore important to continue to develop 
a resilient food base for individuals, households and countries to ensure sustained 
economic growth and development. 
Following concerns about ensuring food security in developing countries, various 
interventions have sprung up in SSA countries to help vulnerable households and 
communities combat food insecurity. Consequently, interventions such as micro-credit 
to smallholder farmers, food banks or grain reserves, food subsidies, input subsidies, 
farmer field schools, agricultural extension services, and (un)conditional cash transfers 
among many others are targeted at poor farming households to improve food security. 
Devereux (2016) classified all these interventions as "social protection schemes" , and 
has argued that, "one function of social protection is to manage and reduce 
vulnerability, and several instruments, whether weather-indexed insurance, public 
works programmes, emergency food aid and buffer stock management, agricultural 
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subsidies, social transfers (which includes conditional and unconditional cash 
transfers) – which all contribute to stabilizing income and access to food across good 
and bad years or between the harvest and the hungry season" (Devereux, 2016, p. 
52). Social protection is defined by Devereux and Sabates-Wheeler (2004, p. 9) as “all 
public and private initiatives that provide income or consumption transfers to the poor, 
protect the vulnerable against livelihood risks and enhance the social status and rights 
of the marginalised; with the overall objective of reducing the economic and social 
vulnerability of poor, vulnerable and marginalised groups” Food security interventions 
are therefore necessary for protecting vulnerable people and ensuring that they remain 
resilient to shocks in the food system. 
Food (in)security, as is the case for poverty more generally, is multi-dimensional and 
involves multi-faceted and dynamic causal chains that are sometimes very remote 
(Burchi and De Muro, 2016; Maxwell et al., 2014). Therefore, individuals, households 
and communities will have to make trade-offs in various aspects of living arrangements 
to attain food security (Yaro, 2004). In many countries in SSA, most households are 
subsistence-based and depend on family farming. To these households, attaining 
household food security and being able to withstand shocks or stress in the food 
system to achieve food security is important – an aspect which denotes resilience to 
food insecurity (Alinovi et al., 200; Constas et al., 2014). Resilience, therefore, ensures 
that individuals, households, and communities can mitigate the adverse effects of the 
food system on food insecurity. However, most food insecurity interventions do not 
take account of elements of resilience in intervention planning, targeting and 
implementation (Béné et al., 2014). 
Unsurprisingly, therefore, there is a widespread view among scholars that the debates 
about food security and various food insecurity interventions be moved from 
vulnerability reduction to understanding the various underlying causal factors and/or 
drivers that affect the resilience of a system's food security (individuals, households, 
communities, countries, regions, etc.) (Alinovi et al., 2008b; Alinovi et al., 2010; d'Errico 
et al., 2018; Frankenberger et al., 2012; Constas et al., 2014). Resilience is defined as 
“the capacity that ensures stressors do not have long-lasting effects on a system” 
(Constas et al., 2014). In the context of food insecurity, resilience is “the ability of the 
household to maintain a certain level of wellbeing (e.g. food security) withstanding 
shocks and stressors, depending on the options available to the household to make a 
living and its ability to handle risks” (Alinovi et al., 2010, p.27). Households resilience 
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to food insecurity is substantially impacted by shocks. Shocks as used in this research 
refers to the occurrence of an event that reduces the household’s capacity to maintain 
a given level of welfare (i.e. food security). According to FAO (2016), shocks can be 
endogenous (i.e. sickness, death, theft) which for example may be caused the 
household’s poor investment in health among others or shocks may also be construed 
to be exogenous (i.e. drought, flood, price hikes in staple food) which are caused by 
occurrences outside the control of the household. Therefore, designing interventions 
that ensure resilience to food insecurity will enable households and communities at 
large, cope, transform or withstand shocks in their food systems. 
Conventional interventions to food insecurity often consider the livelihood assets of 
communities and households, and the resources that enable households to withstand 
or reduce the impact of risks or shocks in the food system. The conventional 
understanding of the risks, vulnerability and sustainable livelihood analysis of a 
household underscores measures for the ability of the household to withstand stresses 
and shocks but loses sight of the ability to transform or bounce back from a shock 
(ibid). Therefore, evaluating various interventions to household food insecurity can 
improve a system's ability to withstand and mitigate stresses. 
1.2 Statement of the problem 
A total of about 718 million poor households across developing countries were 
beneficiaries of cash transfers in the year 2014 (World Bank, 2015). According to 
Fiszbein and Schady (2009), Grosh et al., (2008) inter alia, more than 37 developing 
countries have implemented cash transfer programmes, with some countries 
implementing more than one form of social cash transfers. Conditional and 
Unconditional cash transfer programmes have targeted poor households to improve 
their wellbeing. These programmes aim to alleviate poverty by supplementing the 
incomes of poor households and have been widely implemented by national 
governments throughout the developing world (ICAI, 2017). Cash transfers have the 
potential to empower women, improve school attendance, improve food and nutrition 
security outcomes (Norton et al., 2001; Fisher et al., 2017) and ensure resilience 
development of poor households through capital and asset accumulation (Bastagli et 
al., 2016). 
Notwithstanding the potentially positive roles that cash transfers have on the wellbeing 
of poor households in developing countries, their impacts require further research. 
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Cash transfers alone, according to Burchi and Strupat (2017) do not have long-lasting 
effects on households and do not have positive impacts on diet and nutritional status 
of household members. Burchi and Strupat (2017) noted that targeting, the regularity 
and size of transfers, fluctuations in transfers sizes and political polarization are some 
of the barriers to transfer programmes in SSA. A review of cash transfer programmes 
in SSA found that cash transfer programmes have been successful in improving 
beneficiaries' food consumption and accumulation of productive assets in Zambia, 
Malawi, Ethiopia and Kenya (Burchi et al., 2017). The only exceptions were Ghana and 
Tanzania, where cash transfers did not show any effects on the amount of household 
budgets spent on food (ibid). The review concluded that cash transfer in SSA increases 
dietary diversification in a few countries, for example in in Kenya and Ethiopia, but not 
in other countries.  
Focusing on the cash transfer programme in Ghana, there have been mixed results on 
the impact of the LEAP programme on food expenditure and consumption patterns. 
Agbaam and Dinbabo (2014) found the LEAP project to have a significant positive 
impact on food consumption, frequency and utilization of health services, with a smaller 
effect on school enrolment. However, this study is based on a small sample size (30 
intervention and 30 control cases), a single district, and an imprecise measurement of 
food consumption (subjective indicator "satisfaction after meals"). In addition, the study 
did not also account for endogeneity problems as it made use of only simple mean 
scores. In contrast, Handa et al. (2014), examining the Ghana cash transfer 
programme (LEAP), report that LEAP beneficiaries did not show any improvements in 
food and non-food consumption patterns, nor employment, accumulation and use of 
productive assets. Their research showed that LEAP beneficiaries exhibited a 
reduction in extreme coping strategies (skipping meals, eating fewer portions cutting 
the number of daily meals, etc.). Thus, the evidence of LEAP on food security in Ghana 
is equivocal. This could be because the aim of evaluations programmes has not always 
been on the impact of LEAP on household food security. 
For poor households, increasing the quantity of food consumed may be a priority. A 
High-Level Panel of Experts (HLPE) on Food and Nutrition Security suggested that "for 
these households, a 10% increase in income can improve household food security –
measured by calories available for consumption, by 5%" (HLPE, 2012, p. 48). This 
means that income increments by 5% may lead to a 2.5% increment in food security, 
which is progress towards attaining food security. Social cash transfers (SCT) that seek 
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to augment incomes and purchasing power of poor households represent an 
intervention that most developing countries are adopting to increase incomes of low-
income households to ensure food security. 
Social protection programmes, particularly SCTs, have great potential to improve food 
security (Miller et al., 2010; Devereux, 2012; Burchi and Strupat, 2017). Evidence from 
these studies suggests that, while SCTs have a high potential for improving household 
resilience to food insecurity, these schemes must be linked to other interventions to 
ensure more permanent household food security is achieved. 
Recurring hunger, food crises and food insecurity in SSA mean that food insecurity 
interventions need to be well-coordinated and implemented. While most of these 
interventions have always ensured ad hoc food needs of populations are met, they 
may fall short of guaranteeing resilience to future risks within the food system. 
Various systematic and specific risks affect the food system of households, making it 
difficult for them to maintain a level of food security. In contemporary times, socio-
politico-economic factors, coupled with effects of climatic change, have exposed global 
populations to problems associated with food insecurity. Countries in SSA may be 
particularly vulnerable to the effects of external factors due chronic poverty and the 
high dependence on rain-fed and small-scale agriculture. Therefore, ensuring that 
cash transfer programmes are contributing to households' resilience to food insecurity 
is required. Resilience to food insecurity thus ensures that households can maintain a 
certain level of wellbeing when hit by shocks within their food system (d'Errico et al., 
2018; Alinovi et al., 2008; Alinovi et al., 2010). 
1.3 Objectives of the study 
The overall aim of this study is to assess the role of a social cash transfer programme 
(LEAP) in ensuring household food security and resilience to food insecurity in remote 
areas in North-Western of Ghana. Objectives include; 
i. To systematically search, appraise and synthesise the evidence base of food 
security interventions in developing countries 
ii. To estimate the food security status of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of 
the LEAP project 
iii. To explore the determinants of rural household food insecurity 
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iv. To determine resilience capacity index (RCI) of both beneficiary and non-
beneficiary households of the LEAP programme 
v. To examine the determinants of household resilience to food insecurity 
vi. To explore the livelihood activities of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries and to 
identify the uses of cash transfers of LEAP beneficiaries 
1.4 Research hypotheses  
a. LEAP (Cash Transfer) beneficiaries use cash in building livelihood patterns 
such as land and livestock ownership, access to basic services and technology, 
investment in farm and non-farm activities, and food and non-food expenditures. 
Cash Transfer uses will depend on the demographic characteristics such as sex 
of household head, household size, dependency ratio, education and age of the 
household head 
b. The food security status of rural households in the study area is expected to be 
dependent on the socio-economic and environmental conditions surrounding 
the household. This includes the household economic status, education level of 
household head, land and livestock ownership, access to basic services and 
technology, institutional support, social and human capital and engagement in 
non-farm activities. It also depends on demographic characteristics such as 
gender, age of household head, household size, dependency ratio, and the 
occupation of the household. 
c. The resilience of a household to food insecurity is dependent on initial 
conditions available to the household. These include assets of the household, 
social safety nets (LEAP), access to basic services, the adaptive capacity of 
household, social capital, and sensitivity to shocks and risks. 
d. LEAP beneficiaries are expected to be more food secure and resilient to food 
insecurity than non-LEAP beneficiaries. 
1.5 Livelihood Empowerment Against Poverty (LEAP) Programme 
The Ghana Livelihood Empowerment Against Poverty (LEAP) programme is the 
Ghana government maiden social cash transfer programme focused on the social 
development of the extremely poor in the society. Established in 2008, the LEAP 
programme is a SCT programme in Ghana aimed at alleviating long-term poverty and 
supporting extremely poor households (Ministry of Gender, Children and Social 
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Protection 2019) through long-term capital development. It is sponsored by the 
Government of Ghana (GoG) with support from development partners such as the 
World Bank, UNICEF and the UK Department for International Development (DFID). 
LEAP is implemented by the Ministry of Gender, Children and Social Protection 
(MGCSP) at the national level and by the Social Welfare Departments (SWD) at the 
local level.  
Due to the prevalence of poverty and the inadequacy of funds, LEAP allocations are 
made based on a quota system. The government issues the number of extremely poor 
people that can be enrolled unto the programme on yearly basis. Allocations are then 
made to the various regions by the LEAP secretariate in the Ministry of Gender, 
Children and Social Protection. The Regional LEAP Implementation Committee, 
working with the Regional Social Welfare Department in turn makes the various 
allocation to metropolitan, municipal and district assemblies, who in turn, working 
through their various LEAP implementation committees, make allocations to the 
various communities within their catchment areas. Allocations are made taking into 
consideration the incidence, prevalence and severity of poverty in the country, region, 
districts and communities. 
LEAP currently has over 90,000 beneficiaries in around 144 districts of Ghana (GoG 
2019). Cash payments are made to beneficiaries who are selected based on eligibility 
criteria that were established at the inception of the programme. Currently, a one-
member household receives GHC 64 (US $12.55), with GHC 76 (US $14.90) for 
households with two eligible beneficiaries and GHC 88 (US $17.25) and GHC 106 (US 
$20.78), respectively, where there are three and four or more eligible members in a 
household. Payments are made every two months to the beneficiaries. This is relatively 
low given the regional average of daily household per capita expenditure is GHC 24.73 
(US $4.77), with that of the study district being lower GHC 20.40 (US $3.91) than the 
regional average (Guvele et al. 2016). 
The eligibility criteria for beneficiaries of the programme is based on the poverty levels 
and incidence of poverty in Ghana. It is also based on having a household member in 
at least one of the following demographic groups; poor and elderly, orphaned and 
vulnerable children, people with severe disability and unable to work, and chronically 
sick people with no one to care for them. LEAP transfers are both conditional and 
unconditional cash transfer schemes. Conditionally, LEAP is targeted at the following 
groups of people: 
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(a) The elderly (aged 65 and above) who are weak and incapable of work and/or 
have no one to care for them; 
(b) People with chronic illnesses, such as HIV patients; 
(c) People with specific disabilities and who are unable to work because of their 
disability; and 
(d) Orphaned and vulnerable children (OVC). 
Hence, people who meet the above criteria are included as beneficiaries of the LEAP 
programme. However, from 2020 onwards, selection into the programme will be based 
on the Ghana National Household Register. 
 
Unconditionally, LEAP also supports households and communities that have been 
affected by natural disasters (Emergency LEAP). In such circumstances, a one-off 
payment is made together with relief items that are given to affected households and 
communities. LEAP also supports pregnant women in highly deprived rural areas for 
the first 100 days of their pregnancy. This pilot programme is known as LEAP 1000 
and seeks to offer support to enhance the nutrition of pregnant women (GoG 2019). 
1.6 The organization of the research presented in this thesis. 
The research is structured in eight chapters. Chapter 2 establishes the research gap 
identified through a systematic overview of reviews. This reports on systematically 
searched, critically appraised and synthesized findings of reviews on food insecurity 
interventions in Low- and Middle-Income Countries. This review also establishes the 
justification for conducting an empirical study into the LEAP programme in Ghana and 
addresses objective 1 of this study. Chapter 3 is a brief literature review on social 
protection. This chapter aims to situate the discussions within the discourse of social 
protection, most notably, SCT. Included in this chapter is the conceptual justification 
for social protection, forms of social protection, a brief history of social protection and 
some empirical evidence of the impacts of cash transfer interventions in SSA. It also 
reviews the literature on resilience, resilience-food security nexus and the various 
determinants of households' resilience to food insecurity. Table 1.1 summarises the 






Chapter  Objectives Methodology  Methods  
Chapter 1 Introduction and 
background to the study 
- - 
Chapter 2 To systematically search 
and appraise the 
evidence base of food 
security interventions in 
Low- and Middle-Income 
Countries 
Systematic Review 
– focus on 
secondary data  
Followed PRISMA, 
ROBIS, AMSTAR and 
GRADE methodologies 
for appraising reviews 
Chapter 3 Literature Review on 
Social protection  
- - 
Chapter 4 Study area profile, 
Approach and 
Methodology of the Study 
- - 
Chapter 5 To explore the livelihood 
activities of beneficiaries 
and non-beneficiaries and 
to trace the uses of cash 
transfers of LEAP 
beneficiaries 
 
Qualitative data – 
gathered through 
in-depth interviews 
Inductive and Deductive 
analysis 
Chapter 6 To estimate the food 
security status of 
beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries of the LEAP 
project 
To explore the 
determinants of rural 
household food insecurity 
Quantitative data – 
gathered through a 
survey 
Ordinary Least Squares, 
Instrumental Variables 
Methods (two-stage least 
squares) 
Linear regression with 
endogenous treatment 
effects (LRET) 
Chapter 7 To estimate households’ 
resilience to food 
insecurity of beneficiaries 
and non-beneficiaries of 
the LEAP programme 
To explore the 
determinant of household 
resilience to food 
insecurity 
 
Quantitative data – 
gathered through a 
survey 
Factor Analysis, Structural 
Equation Models, OLS 
regressions, 
Instrumental Variables 
Methods (two-stage least 
squares) 




Table 1.1: Overview of thesis 
Source: Authors' construct (November 2019) 
Chapter 4 of the thesis describes the country, regional and research area profiles. It 
also justifies the selection of the study area and research communities where empirical 
data was collected. This chapter also presents the research methodology, methods of 
data collection, approach to data collection and detail on the food security indicators 
used to estimate household food security. 
The first empirical chapter (chapter 5) reports on the qualitative experiences of 
households with food insecurity. This presents results on the qualitative data collected 
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through in-depth interviews. It uses both inductive and deductive approaches to data 
analysis. This chapter argues that the combine negative effect of social cash transfer, 
the decline of social ties and out-migration of youth from the study communities 
exacerbates the food insecurity of rural households. It also recognizes the elements of 
inter-generational transfer of poverty which is linked to the perceived inter-generational 
contract that exists between parents and children. 
Chapter 6 is the second empirical results chapter of the study. It addresses objectives 
2 and 3 of this research. It first estimates the food security status of households using 
the Food Consumption Score (FCS) and the Coping Strategies Index (CSI). This 
chapter uses an ordinary least square (OLS) model, two-stage least squares (2sls) and 
an endogenous binary variable model to estimate the determinants of household food 
security.  
The next chapter, chapter 7, is the third empirical chapter and addresses objectives 4 
and 5 of the study. It uses Factor Analysis (FA), Structural Equation Models (SEM) and 
OLS models. Here, an RCI is estimated using FA, and SEM and OLS used to estimate 
the various determinants of households' resilience to food insecurity.  
Chapter 8 presents the discussions and conclusions of the study. First, it draws 
together key findings from the three main empirical chapters and discusses them in 
light of the literature presented in chapters 2 and 3. This enables triangulations to be 
made between the different empirical results (Chapters 5, 6 & 7) and between the 
results and the existing literature. This section also outlines areas for future research 
by putting forward key further research suggestions. Figure 1.3 below shows a flow 























1.7 Summary  
Recurring food insecurity and other related crises in developing countries, means that 
interventions targeting these crises are either not yielding long lasting results or are 
ineffective. Countries of SSA and other developing regions of the world are most 
affected by these crises and have always been the target of these interventions which 
include social protection, microfinance, farmer field schools, and have always been 
implemented with external donor support. The effectiveness of these interventions has 
been called to question, bearing the recurrence of food related crises. In addition, 
recent climate perturbations further exacerbate the risks to which developing countries 
Chapter 7: LEAP transfers and rural households’ resilience to 
food insecurity (Quantitative chapter) 
Chapter 6: Determinants of rural 
households’ food security 
(Quantitative chapter) 
Chapter 1: Background and research objectives. 
Chapter 2: Systematic review of reviews on household food (in)security interventions in Low and 
Middle-Income Countries 
Chapter 3: A review of literature on 
social cash transfers and resilience to 
food insecurity 
Chapter 8: General discussions, policy and research significance and limitations of 
the research. 
Chapter 4: An overview of the 
methodology and methods of data 
collection 
Chapter 5: Exploring the uses of 
LEAP transfers to vulnerable 
groups (Qualitative chapter) 
Figure 1.3: Outline of thesis 
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are exposed. This research seeks to investigate the impact of these interventions in 
creating household resilience to food insecurity, by focusing on a commonly 
implemented food security intervention in SSA. However, before proceeding to 
investigate this intervention, the research systematically reviewed literature on these 
interventions in LMICs, focusing on their impact on food security and resilience 
development. Chapter 2, therefore, presents results of the systematic review of 




 Systematic overview of reviews 
2.1 Introduction1 
The context of this research is introduced in chapter 1. It is evident from the brief 
introduction and problem statement that numerous food security interventions are 
being implemented in Low and Middle-Income Countries (LMICs). Yet, the problem of 
food insecurity is still far from being achieved. As such, there is a varied evidence base 
regarding food security interventions in LMICs. In addition, the proliferation of studies 
regarding these interventions overburdens decision and policy makers in identifying 
best practices. Preliminary searches revealed numerous reviews on food security 
interventions. Thus, a systematic overview of reviews on food and nutrition security 
interventions will enable the appraisal and identification of the best evidence available 
to guide policy and decision makers. 
This chapter addresses objective one of this research and seeks to systematically 
search for and identify reviews of food security interventions in LMICs and to appraise 
and synthesise this evidence. The contribution of these interventions in resilience 
development is then explored. This identifies a research gap and explains why the 
research focuses on social protection, particularly social cash transfers. The findings 
of this review are discussed in light of household food security and resilience to food 
insecurity. 
2.2 Background 
Reducing food insecurity2 is a priority on the global development agenda, an indication 
of the significant threat it poses to wellbeing and quality of life of household members 
in Low and Middle-Income Countries 3  (LMICs). Although national and regional 
progress has been made to promote food security, many people still lack the dietary 
requirements needed to live healthy lives (FAO et al., 2017). Sub-Saharan Africa and 
South Asia stand out as the two regions that are problematic in terms of population 
 
1 This chapter has been submitted as a paper to a peer reviewed journal and is currently under review  
2 “A situation that exists when people lack secure access to sufficient amounts of safe and nutritious 
food for normal growth and development and an active and healthy life.” (Napoli, 2011) 
3 Low and Middle Income Countries according to the World Bank income country classification for 2018 




malnutrition4, further exacerbated by the negative impacts of climate change which is 
increasing food insecurity (Phalkey et al., 2015). Recent food emergencies in Sub-
Saharan Africa, the Middle East and North Africa re-emphasise the need for increased 
efforts from the international community towards tackling food insecurity in these 
regions. 
The definition of food security enshrines the principle that, under no circumstances, 
should people be malnourished or under-nourished. However, estimates suggest that 
access to adequate nutrition is still a problem for a considerable number of people 
(FAO et al. 2015). The majority of these people live in developing countries, where 
about 780 million were malnourished between 2014 and 2016 (Figure 2.1). 
 
Figure 2.1: Malnutrition by regions in the world 
*Estimated number of people malnourished between 2014 and 2016 
Source: FAO, IFAD, UNICEF, WFP and WHO (2017) 
Many affected people live in Africa and Asia, with an estimated 232.5 and 511.7 million 
malnourished people in each region respectively (Figure 2.1). Asia has the highest 
incidence of malnutrition. The prevalence of under-nourishment is highest in Africa, 
 
4 The term malnutrition generally refers both to undernutrition and over nutrition of an individual or a 
group of people. It can also be referred to as deficiency in nutrients (Blössner et al., 2005) 
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with one out of three people suffering from chronic hunger in Sub-Saharan Africa (FAO 
et al. 2015). 
Various interventions have been applied to reduce food insecurity. Amid these 
interventions is a plethora of studies that evaluates their impacts. Yet, to date, 
inadequate attempts have been made to systematically gather the evidence to shed 
light on the impact of such interventions on household food insecurity in LMICs, and 
potential differences in efficacy across different regions and countries. This information 
is required to inform policy and decision making. 
The aim of the current research was to conduct an ‘overview of reviews’ (or ‘a review 
of reviews’) of food (in) security interventions, which ‘… aims to provide a summary of 
evidence from more than one (systematic) review at a variety of different levels, 
including the combination of different interventions, different outcomes, different 
conditions, problems or populations, or the provision of summary of evidence on the 
adverse effects of an intervention’ (Smith et al., 2011: p. 15). This allows for reviews 
to be appraised regarding quality, potentially providing decision and policy makers with 
rapid and available evidence for policy and decision-makers to help identify the most 
appropriate and cost-effective interventions for implementation. Overviews in the area 
of food security research are either non-existent, non-systematic, or uncompleted 
(Durao et al., 2015). This overview of reviews considers both systematic and non-
systematic reviews. 
This review aims to systematically search, identify, and assess the evidence regarding 
the efficacy or otherwise of food security interventions in LMICs. The focus is on the 
impact of these interventions to the food security, and resilience to food insecurity, of 
individuals and households. For the purpose of this review, resilience is defined as the 
ability of individuals, households and communities to create alternative livelihood 
patterns, through asset accumulation and other forms of investment to be able to 
withstand, cope, transform or bounce back from shocks and crises in their food 
system. The review also seeks to identify evidence gaps and recommend policy 
alternatives for interventions targeting in LMICs.  
2.3 Materials and methods 
A protocol was developed, reviewed by the review team and registered with Prospero: 
CRD42017058038 (Stewart et al., 2017) and the Centre for Open Science 
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(https://osf.io/73xwa/). The overview followed the guidelines provided by 
Hammerstrom et al., (2010), the guidance notes to systematic reviews by Hagen-
Zanker and Mallett (2013) and the Preferred Reporting of Items for Systematic reviews 
and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA) statement (Liberati et al., 2009; Sampson et al., 2009). 
The aim was to systematically search and identify literature on food insecurity 
interventions applied within LMICs. Reviews were included that met the inclusion 
criteria, and were critically appraised using tools adapted from Liberati et al. 2009) 
(PRISMA), Shea (2007) (A Measurement Tool to Assess Systematic Reviews 
(AMSTAR)), Whiting et al. (2016) (Risk of Bias in Systematic Reviews (ROBIS)) and 
adapted the heuristic Grading Recommendations Assessment, Development and 
Evaluation (GRADE) format for grading overall quality of evidence (Guyatt et al., 
2011a). Reviews included were categorised, the data extracted, and the outputs 
synthesised thematically. 
2.3.1 Search methodology and identification of reviews 
Seventeen data bases (Appendix 1) including peer reviewed databases, systematic 
review databases and databases relevant to institutions were searched. Additionally, 
www.Dogpile.com was searched. Although no reply was received, an author (Durao 
et al., 2015) of a registered protocol was contacted regarding any completed review. 
Preliminary searches indicated most reviews in food insecurity interventions to be 
published English and Portuguese. The search was therefore conducted in English 
and Portuguese. Search terms used can be found in Appendix 2. Key relevant journals 
on the topic were searched through from 1990 to 2018 for published and pre-published 
reviews. The search was repeated in July 2019 in order to include published reviews 
published after the last search was conducted. In searching the institutional databases 
for grey reviews, specific keywords that are common to the organisation were used 
(e.g. food AND nutrition security for FAO, food security OR nutrition security for IFPRI). 
The researcher (FN) conducted the searches with an assistant (BC) confirming the 
criteria by sense-checking the searches on the same databases. Bibliographies of 
included reviews were also searched. The titles and abstracts of search results were 
downloaded into EndNote where the inclusion and exclusion criteria were applied. 
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2.3.2 Inclusion and exclusion criteria 
Inclusion criteria were based on the PICOS format; participants (households, 
communities, regions and countries), interventions (food insecurity interventions in 
LMICs), and outcomes (any outcome measure that contributes to the various 
dimensions of food security). The inclusion and exclusion criteria of reviews was based 
on the following; 
1. Reviews on households, communities, regions and sub-regions and countries 
in LMICs. This criterion includes reviews that compare food insecurity 
interventions in different regions (e.g. Sub Saharan Africa and Latin America), 
different countries, and comparisons between different interventions. 
2. Reviews on interventions targeted at reducing the impact of food insecurity in 
LMICs. This criterion considers interventions targeted at all dimensions of food 
security (availability, accessibility, utilisation and stability) e.g. urban 
agriculture, cash transfers (CTs), food supplementation, and microfinance inter 
alia. 
3. Reviews which include studies comparing the introduction of an intervention to 
the existing situation. 
4. Reviews which include studies that compare changes over time including 
interrupted time series, time series, before and after studies. 
5. Reviews which include studies which compare the impact of the intervention 
between households, communities, regions and sub-regions and countries. 
2.3.3 Study selection 
The researcher (FN) conducted the search and the first stage screening of reviews by 
examination of the title of papers, removing duplicates and removing all non-review 
articles. FN, and an assistant (MM) independently applied the inclusion and exclusion 
criteria by reading through abstracts, with disagreements rectified either by discussion 
or by a third reviewer (BC). Two review authors then separately read through full-text 




2.3.4 Data extraction  
One review author (FN) independently extracted data and was cross checked by the 
second review author (BC). Any relevant data relating to outcomes was extracted from 
the reviews. We did not extend this to individual studies included in the reviews as this 
was out of the scope for this review. 
2.3.5 Quality assessment of systematic reviews 
First, all reviews were checked against the PRISMA checklist (Liberati et al., 2009) 
(Appendix B) by two reviewers (FN, BC), and grouped as PRISMA and non-PRISMA. 
A review was classified as having a high reporting standard if it satisfied the 
requirements of the checklist. Second, two review authors (FN, BC) assessed the 
methodological quality of reviews using AMSTAR, which evaluates the methods used 
against 11 question criteria (Appendix B) to assess whether methods are unbiased. A 
review is judged to be of the highest methodological quality if all the eleven questions 
were answered “Yes”. Similarly, low quality was assessed by a score of 0 – 3, medium 
quality by 4 – 7 and high quality (8 – 11). Third, two review authors (BC, FN) assessed 
the risk of bias in the included reviews. Four domains representing study eligibility 
criteria, identification and selection of studies, data collection and study appraisal and 
synthesis and findings (Whiting et al., 2016) were assessed as per ROBIS. Risk of 
bias was evaluated using the answers to signalling questions from the four domains. 
The signalling questions were answered as follows: “Yes (Y)”, “Probably Yes (PY)”, 
“Probably No (PN)”, “No (N)” and “No Information (NI)”, with “Yes” meaning low bias 
concerns and “No” representing high bias concerns. Each bias domain is judged as 
“Low”, “High” or “Unclear”. For a domain to be judged “Low level of concern”, then all 
signalling questions for the domain are “Yes” or “Probably Yes”. Concerns about bias 
will be raised if any signalling question is answered: “No” or “Probably No” (Whiting et 
al., 2016). Non-systematic reviews will be a prima facie high risk of bias even though 
methodology and reporting may be of high standards (Barbateskovic et al., 2016). 
The results of any study depend on the quality of evidence as well as the quality of 
methods used in gathering such evidence (Chalmers et al., 2002; Guyatt et al., 2011b). 
Hence, the results from the reviews will depend on the quality of methods used, the 
element of bias and the effectiveness of the reporting mechanisms. The Grading of 
Recommendations Assessment, Development and Evaluation (GRADE) was adapted 
(Guyatt et al., 2011b) to evaluate the overall evidence of reviews based on the quality 
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assessment performed. We graded reviews as “high”, “moderate”, “low”, and “very 
low”. 
2.3.6 Data analysis and synthesis  
The variation in the outcome measures did not permit any statistical or meta-analysis 
to be conducted. Instead, relevant data from reviews were extracted and reported in 
a thematic format. Reviews were categorised by intervention type (Table 1). For 
instance, interventions on cash transfers, school feeding programmes, and social 
protection were classified under “social protection”, microfinance, microcredit, micro-
leasing or micro-saving interventions were classified as “microfinance”. Reviews that 
could not be classified under any other category were classified as “other 
interventions”. Given the different outcome measures in reviews, a thematic synthesis 
was applied to assess the impact of the various interventions on the associated 
outcome measures. 
2.4 Results  
2.4.1 Characteristics of included studies 
Seventeen databases were searched. A total of 18000 studies were identified through 
database searching, with 2527 reviews identified through other sources. In all a total 
of 20527 studies were identified, 1317 duplicates were removed, and the remainder 
subjected to title screening. A total of 3011 articles were selected for subsequent 
abstract reading, excluding a total of 16199 reviews. 318 reviews were then subjected 
to full-text reading, and 70 reviews (53 systematic reviews (SR) and 17 narrative 




Figure 2.2: Prisma flow chart 
SR = Systematic reviews, NR = Normal or narrative reviews, n = number of articles or reviews 
Source: Authors’ construct (July 2019) 
The majority of reviews were conducted on Africa, Latin America and South Asia. Six 
reviews focused on specific countries (1 each from Tanzania, India and Bangladesh 
and three from Brazil). Twenty-one focused on interventions on social protection, 3 on 
agriculture interventions, 4 on urban agriculture, 13 each on microfinance and food 
supplementation, 2 each on infrastructure and water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH) 
and 12 focused on other interventions (Table 2.1).  
 
 
n = 2527 
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No. Category Interventions No. of 
reviews 
1 Social protection (SP) Vouchers for Health delivery 
Cash Transfer (CCT & UCT) 
Food aid/Assistance 
Social Protection (Food aid, CCT & UCT) 
Input Subsidy Programme (ISP) 
School Feeding Programme (SFP) 
Public Food Distribution (PFD) 
Vouchers for Health delivery 
Bolsa Familia 
21 




Intermittent Iron Supplementation (IIS) alone or 
with other vitamins 
Supplementary feeding 
Micronutrient supplementation 
Vitamin A supplementation in Pregnant women 
Food fortification with zinc 
Multiple micronutrient supplementation 
Preschool feeding programmes 
Complementary feeding 
13 
3 Microfinance (MF) Microfinance 
Group-based Microfinance 
Micro-credit, micro-saving & micro-leasing 
Provision of economic assets 




Home gardening, Livestock, Mixed garden & 
livestock, cash cropping & irrigation 
Agriculture Interventions 
3 
5 Urban agriculture (UA) Urban Agriculture 4 
6 Infrastructure (Infr) Infrastructure: rural roads, electricity 2 
7 WASH Water Sanitation and Hygiene 2 
8 Other interventions Biofortification 
Food processing and storage 
Community Health Practitioners 
Agroforestry 
Land tenure security 
Nutrition training of health workers 
Remittances 
Grants to smallholder farmers 
Farmer Field Schools (FFS) 
Irrigation 




Table 2.1: Categorisation of food security interventions 
Source: Authors’ construct, (July 2019) 
No review reported on all the outcomes. Malnutrition and health outcomes were 
frequently reported in food supplementation reviews (Appendix 4). Microfinance and 
social protection interventions reported on a wide range of outcomes including 
resilience to food insecurity, women’s empowerment and agriculture productivity.  
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2.4.2 Quality of included reviews 
The reviews are of variable quality, design and reporting standards. The results of the 
quality assessment using ROBIS, AMSTAR and PRISMA are shown in Figure 2.3. 
Most of the food supplementation interventions are of high quality when assessed 
using AMSTAR, low risk of bias when assessed with ROBIS and of moderate quality 
using the heuristic GRADE grading framework. Regarding adhering to reporting 
standards, food supplementation interventions are again reported according to 
PRISMA standards. Social protection reviews have most reviews of ‘low’ and ‘medium’ 
quality on AMSTAR, ‘high’ and ‘low’ risk of bias and ‘very low’ evidence quality when 
assessed using the GRADE grading format. Most social protection reviews were non-
systematic and not reported according to PRISMA. 
 
Figure 2.3: Quality appraisal of included reviews 
Key: AI – Agriculture Interventions, FS – Food Supplementation, Infr – Infrastructure Interventions, MF 
– Microfinance, SP – Social Protection, UA – Urban Agriculture, WASH – Water, Sanitation and Health, 
Other – Other interventions, A – GRADE, B – AMSTAR, C – ROBIS and D – PRISMA, Value – No. of 
reviews 




2.4.3 Food security interventions 
Food supplementation 
Food supplementation reviews reported on 2 outcome measures, nutritional status 
and health. Eleven reviews (9 of high methodological quality) reported positive impacts 
on health and nutritional status of beneficiaries. In the remaining two, Sguassero et al. 
(2012) report non-statistically significant results while Annelien Els and Walsh (2013) 
report mixed results and hence could make no definitive conclusions. Anthropometric 
measurements and micronutrient status of zinc, iron and vitamins were the most 
commonly reported nutritional outcomes. 
Five reviews (4 of moderate evidence quality) reported the impact of food 
supplementation on micronutrient status. All but 1 study identified positive increases 
in the micronutrient status within intervention groups. Dewey and Adu-Afarwuah 
(2008) reviewed complementary feeding in developing countries and reported that 
education on complementary feeding had modest effects on micronutrients uptake. 
Two studies specifically considered the effect of Vitamin A supplementation (Wiysonge 
et al., 2011) and 1 study considered fortification of food with zinc (Shah et al., 2016), 
all reporting positive and higher impacts on micronutrient concentration. Three of the 
13 reviews on food supplementation (Kristjansson et al., 2016; Siegfried et al., 2012; 
De-Regil et al., 2011) report on the impact of supplementation on haemoglobin levels. 
Supplementation using iron increased the haemoglobin levels of children in LMICs. 
De-Regil et al. (2011) considered intermittent iron supplementation (IIS) in children 
under 12 years and found a positive influence in the intervention group who had higher 
haemoglobin levels. Siegfried et al. (2012), reporting on similar study conducted in 
Tanzania, observed that haemoglobin concentration in mothers increased together 
with the birth weights of live births when given multivitamin supplementation. Lindsay 
and Stuart (2001) reports a reduction in stillbirths, maternal and child mortality and 
improvements in the health of pregnant women in Tanzania, Gambia, Bangladesh and 
Indonesia. 
All reviews but 1 reported positive impacts on one or more health outcomes. 
Decreased mortality rates and lower risk of preterm births, perinatal and neonatal 
mortality were all associated with food supplementation (Kristjansson et al., 2016; 
Haider and Bhutta, 2015). Micronutrient supplementation was found to reduce the 
incidence of mother-to-child transmission of HIV/Aids (Wiysonge et al., 2011; Siegfried 
24 
 
et al., 2012). Though not reporting statistical differences between intervention and 
control groups, Siegfried et al. (2012) found maternal immune systems were 
significantly strengthened by multivitamins when compared to the control group. Food 
supplementation was also reported to lead to a reduction in the prevalence of 
anaemia, diarrhoea and the contraction of upper respiratory infections in India and 
Pakistan (De-Regil et al., 2011; Dewey and Adu-Afarwuah, 2008). 
Social Protection 
Fifteen of the 21 reviews (10 SRs and 5 NRs; 11 very low, two low and two moderate 
in overall evidence quality) reported on cash transfer interventions, two on school 
feeding programmes, one on input subsidy programmes, one on vouchers for health 
delivery and two on food aid. These reviews reported on a variety of outcomes.  
Thirteen reviews reported on the impact of interventions on malnutrition/nutrition 
status. Of these, cash CT were found to have a mixed impact on the nutritional status 
of households. Five reviews linked CT interventions to a reduction in malnutrition 
among children while 5 reported mixed or no effects. For instance, while Bastagli et 
al. (2016) observed that both conditional and unconditional transfers have the potential 
of reducing stunting, wasting, and underweight, Burchi et al. (2016) reported CTs to 
have both positive and negative impacts on the food security of households and 
communities. It has also been reported that school feeding programmes and food 
aid/assistance increase the nutritional status of children. For instance, Kristjansson et 
al. (2006) observed that school feeding programmes had positive impacts on child 
anthropometric measurements in LMICs. 
Nine reviews of very low quality reported on the impacts of social protection 
interventions on agricultural production. As before, the evidence regarding the impacts 
of CT interventions is unconvincing. Only 1 review assessed the role of transfers in 
increasing agriculture input expenditure, acquisition of livestock assets, and increased 
in yields and agriculture investment. Input subsidy programmes, however, increased 
agriculture production and input use by farmers (Jayne and Rashid, 2013). In 
Bangladesh, the public food distribution system had long-term positive effects on 
malnutrition and productivity (Alwang, 1991). 
Thirteen reviews reported on the health benefits derived from social protection 
programmes. There is evidence that social protection programmes resulted in positive 
25 
 
health outcomes such as frequency in health visits by household member, improved 
health care behaviours, health services utilisation, and reduced mortality (Boccia et 
al., 2011). Conditional CT programmes are reported to be more effective in achieving 
desired health outcomes than unconditional CTs. Gaarder et al., (2010) found that 
conditional CTs improved health outcomes, (number of health visits and child 
immunisation) more rapidly than unconditional CTs. Similarly, Owusu-Addo and Cross 
(2014) report that conditional CTs had a large positive impact on health services 
utilisation, immunisation coverage, reduction in morbidity and the prevalence of 
diseases among children. The evidence also supports an association between 
conditional CTs and increases in access to public facilities (7 reviews), including 
access to education (Doocy and Tappis, 2016), increases in school attendance 
(Bastagli et al., 2016; Lawson, 2012), and access to health facilities and utilisation of 
health services (Alderman, 2014). 
Assessing resilience from an asset accumulation and alternative livelihood creation 
perspective, social protection interventions (especially CTs) potentially provide a 
means by which resilience against shocks can be developed at different scales 
(individuals, households, communities, and institutions). Five reviews considered 
resilience from the perspective of asset accumulation and alternative livelihood 
development. These reviews focus on CT interventions which build and protect 
livelihoods and increase household savings. Despite the positive aspects of CT on 
resilience creation and development, Czuba et al. (2017), observed that food aid 
provided to pastoralist communities could undermine livelihood strategies of 
households and communities, making them prone to shocks and crises and the 
possibility of being food insecure. 
Microfinance 
Microfinance did not have any positive and significant effects on malnutrition or 
nutrition status. Among the 5 reviews (4 of very low and 1 of low in evidence quality) 
that reported on this outcome, only one study reported positive impacts. These studies 
did, however, associate the impacts with women’s empowerment. Stewart et al. (2010) 
report that, although positive impacts of microfinance on nutrition and food security 
were identified, these impacts were not consistent across studies. Van Rooyen (2012) 
observes that both microfinance and microcredit have positive impacts on nutrition, 
but due to the small number of studies identified, the evidence was inconclusive. 
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There is evidence that women’s empowerment has been positively and significantly 
influenced by microfinance interventions (Brody et al., 2016; Peters et al., 2016; 
Gopalaswamy et al., 2016). In considering increased female participation in decision-
making, Gopalaswamy et al. (2016) observed a pooled effect size that was positive 
but not significant. Microfinance interventions were also reported to increase women’s 
participation in financial decisions, their status in the society, and respect from their 
spouses (Peters et al., 2016). Orton et al. (2016) noted a reduction in interpersonal 
violence in South Africa two years following the microfinance programme. Brody et al. 
(2016) concluded that women’s participation in microfinance programmes has positive 
effects on various dimensions of women’s empowerment including economic, social 
and political empowerment (e.g. asset ownership, decision making, reduced domestic 
violence etc  
Microfinance was reported to increase consumption of both food and non-food items 
by households and individuals. Gopalaswamy et al., (2016) noted a positive and 
significant effect size on participants’ income and consumption patterns. Though an 
increase in incomes provided a path out of poverty (Dickson and Bangpan, 2012), 
there are no significant effects to suggest that microfinance alleviates poverty for 
beneficiaries (Duvendack et al., 2011). Peters et al. (2016) observed that the 
intervention stabilises family consumption patterns and increases the capital of 
individuals and families for investment.  
Out of the 9 reviews that focused on the impact of microfinance on health outcomes, 
7 reported positive impacts of microfinance interventions on health. Microfinance 
interventions resulted in increased health benefits and improved health behaviours in 
Ethiopia, Bangladesh, India and South Africa (Orton et al., 2016). For example, in 
Bangladesh, women who are part of the Bangladesh Rural Advancement Committee 
programme experienced lower child and infant mortality rates (Ibid). Van den Bold et 
al. (2013) underscored the role of women not just in microfinance activities, but also 
in cash transfer programmes and other agriculture interventions. People participating 
in microfinance programmes increased their investment in health (Stewart et al., 
2010), improved their health-seeking behaviours (Leatherman et al., 2012; Dickson 
and Bangpan, 2012) and significantly increased the health of women and children 
(Brody et al., 2016).  
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Microfinance may have positive impact on asset creation and accumulation (Dickson 
and Bangpan, 2012; Gopalaswamy et al., 2016; Stewart et al., 2010; Peters et al., 
2016; Orton et al., 2016). The increase in the asset base of individuals and households 
provides resilience to crises or shocks to food systems. Some mixed effects of the 
impact of microfinance have however been observed in other reviews. For instance, 
micro-savings significantly increased people’s savings in Kenya and Malawi, while 
micro-credit reduced peoples’ level of savings in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and slightly 
less reliably increased borrowers’ savings in Uganda and Zimbabwe (Stewart et al., 
2012). Notwithstanding this, there is an underpinning resilience factor, which is the 
accumulation of both financial and non-financial assets. 
Urban Agriculture 
All reviews showed positive results regarding nutrition outcomes. However, the 
impacts on agriculture production, women’s empowerment, poverty alleviation and 
local resilience development have not been reported. Nutritional status measured by 
height-for-age z-scores and dietary diversity of children tended to be higher in 
households practising urban agriculture5 (Korth et al., 2014). This is confirmed by 
similar studies which report increments in consumption patterns, improvement in 
dietary diversity and demand for food substances (Orsini et al., 2013; Poulsen et al., 
2015; Warren et al., 2015). Poulsen et al. (2015) downgrade the evidence from their 
review owing to insufficient studies and the lack of statistical significance. Orsini et al. 
(2013) observed an increase in income and a consequent increase in the consumption 
of micronutrients for households practising urban agriculture. Poulsen et al. (2015) 
concur with the findings of Orsini et al. (2013) but present a possible relationship 
between urban agriculture and reduction in urban unemployment and women’s 
empowerment in LMICs. Regarding their contribution towards food security, all but 1 
study has a small effect on food utilisation. 
Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH) 
Evidence from the two studies was mixed and reflects the different quality of the 
reviews. Dangour et al. (2013), in a review of high evidence quality, reported positive 
improvements in the growth of children under five years who were presented with 
 
5 The FAO defines urban agriculture as “small areas within cities such as vacant lots, gardens, verges, 
balconies and containers, that are used for growing crops and raising small livestock or milk cows for 
own consumption or sale in neighbourhood markets” (FAO, 1999). 
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soap, solar disinfection and improved water quality. This was not only linked to 
incremental benefits in children’s health but could be beneficial to a broader population 
if combined with health education. Ramesh et al. (2015), in a low-quality review, 
presented mixed results regarding nutrition and health outcomes of WASH initiatives. 
Infrastructure 
Two reviews looked at infrastructural interventions, including the construction of rural 
roads, electricity, telecommunication and irrigation. The evidence presented in these 
two reviews shows a direct relationship between rural transport improvement and a 
reduction in the cost of transportation. In the medium to long-term, improved 
infrastructure has potential to result in increased employment gains, positive health 
impacts, and increased accessibility to a variety of opportunities including markets. 
However, increased connectivity may also lead to increased spread of communicable 
and venereal diseases through increased population movement (Hine et al., 2016).  
Agriculture Interventions 
Three reviews examined agricultural interventions. Berti et al. (2004) report that 
investment in four forms of capital (human, physical, natural and social), in particular, 
human capital, had positive impacts on nutritional outcomes. Masset et al. (2011) 
report that diet composition and nutrition education of individuals and households have 
positive influences on the nutritional status of individuals and households. Masset et 
al. (2011) conclude that diet composition has a positive impact on the consumption of 
different food substances, the nutritional status of children and hunger reduction. Ruel 
and Levin (2000) report that food-based strategies such as nutrition education with or 
without a home gardening intervention can lead to a significant increase in 
micronutrients consumption. 
Other interventions 
The reviews of Adeyeye (2017) and Gera et al. (2012), which focus on food processing 
and storage and biofortification respectively, report that these interventions positively 
improve nutrition. Waddington and White’s (2014) review on farmer field schools 
reported significant increases in agriculture production. Stewart et al. (2015) report 
that training in farming skills, innovation and technology represent another useful form 
of intervention that is very important to LMICs. Nutrition training of healthcare 
practitioners has improved feeding of children under 2 years, improved energy intake 
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of children aged six months to 2 years and led to higher dietary diversity compared to 
situations where such controls have not taken place (Sungaya et al., 2013). Thow et 
al., (2016) implies that households with regular remittances increased their calorie 
intake and therefore improved their food security. In a similar review, Ton et al. (2013) 
explored the effects of grants to smallholders and found that grants have a positive 
impact on the livelihood of smallholders, especially regarding productivity.  
2.5 Discussions and policy implications 
Different food insecurity interventions target different dimensions of food security. 
There is no one intervention that addresses all dimensions of food security. Regarding 
resilience to food insecurity, interventions that increase incomes are potentially useful 
in resilience creation and development. Only microfinance and social protection 
(especially CT) interventions reported on asset accumulation and development of 
alternative livelihood patterns. While these interventions increase incomes and tend 
to lead to both financial and non-financial investments, food supplementation, WASH 
and infrastructure interventions appear to have no or less impact on households’ 
resilience to food insecurity. 
The critical assessment of the reviews shows that reviews have differing levels of 
quality using AMSTAR, ROBIS, PRISMA and the heuristic GRADE format. The 
AMSTAR assessment indicates that food supplementation intervention tends to result 
in interventions of high methodological quality, while social protection interventions 
and infrastructure have low methodological quality, although this may also reflect the 
increased “standardisation” of interventions applied in the discipline of nutrition. It is 
worth noting that food supplementation reviews are conducted from an 
epidemiological perspective, while social protection and infrastructure studies/reviews 
from a social science standpoint. The differences in assessed quality might reflect the 
methodological differences in the two fields where social sciences are generally less 
standardised and potentially more exploratory than epidemiological studies. 
Epidemiological reviews also focus on outcomes that are easily quantifiable while 
reviews emanating from social sciences are broad and more exploratory and hence 
not easily quantified. 
The quality of evidence can impact the direction of effect and degree to which findings 
of a particular review should be adhered to by policymakers. The poor quality of 
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evidence observed in the other reviews could be due to poor quality primary studies 
or poorly conducted systematic reviews. Social protection interventions have been 
widely implemented in developing countries, despite being of lower quality, partly 
because of their good face validity, and the drive by national governments to alleviate 
poverty and non-governmental organisations’ drive to reduce the burden of poor 
households or communities. 
2.5.1 Household food security 
It has been argued that social protection has been a primary driver of advances made 
towards the Millennium Development Goals (especially reducing poverty and hunger) 
in some developing countries (FAO et al., 2015). However, their implementation, 
targeting and the actual impact on food security has not been adequately assessed 
(Handa et al., 2013). In addition to creating dependencies and impacting on local 
economic development, social protection interventions (especially Cash Transfers), 
have a tendency to drive local inflation (Handa et al., 2013). In addition, food 
assistance/aid has a potential to undermine livelihood strategies making households 
more prone to risks and crises in local food systems (Czuba et al., 2017). 
Overall, mixed effects of social protection interventions on food security were 
identified. While the dominant social protection intervention (cash transfers) increases 
income and hence household consumption of both food and non-food substances, 
school feeding programmes have also shown to have positive impacts on malnutrition 
and health outcomes of children. Cash transfers, however, are associated with mixed 
results as their impact on food security remains equivocal. The overall impact of these 
interventions, to some extent, depends on the key decision-making structures in 
households. The review discovered that decision-making with regards to the use of 
cash transfers plays an essential role in promoting household food security. To this 
end, households headed by women who are beneficiaries of cash transfers tend to 
use transfers to improve the food status of the household (Bastagli et al., 2016). Thus, 
cash transfers and other forms of transfers should be designed to favour women 
(Kabeer et al., 2012; Leroy et al., 2009; Bastagli et al., 2016). Conditional cash transfer 
interventions appear to be more efficacious than unconditional transfers. 
Considering the dramatic expansion of cash transfer interventions in developing 
countries, it could be predicted that their effect on the various outcome measures 
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would be considerable. Though positive and significant effects exist, the evidence 
does not unequivocally suggest that cash transfer interventions have a significant 
effect on food security and other outcome measures. For instance, recent reviews of 
Bastagli et al. (2016) and Doocy and Tappis (2016) examined the impact of cash 
transfers on household food security (using household dietary diversity surveys as a 
measure of food security) and found a positive influence of transfer programmes on 
food security. However, Burchi et al. (2016), Leroy et al. (2009), and Boccia et al. 
(2011) conclude that cash transfers have modest or mixed impacts on food security. 
Food supplementation has had extremely positive impacts in most of the developing 
world, particularly Africa and Asia. However, reviews on this particular group of 
interventions have only reported on micronutrient/nutrition status and health 
outcomes. This could be because most of food supplementation interventions target 
health-related problems that occur among a group of people suffering from specific 
micronutrient deficiencies. Though these food supplementation interventions tend to 
work for a micronutrient deficient population, they have a limited effect on overall food 
security. While one can say, they satisfy the food utilisation dimension of food security; 
the same cannot be said of their impact on availability, accessibility, stability and 
resilience. The focus on limited outcome measures may also partly explain why their 
quality assessments have been high, as broader and more exploratory assessments 
of food security, in general, have not been included.  
An important issue to assess in relation to food supplementation interventions is their 
impact on public health. In ensuring the health of mothers and children of all ages, 
supplementation interventions have proven to be significant. In addition, one review 
observed that the impact of such interventions on individuals and households’ food 
security is context specific and depends on several factors such as initial conditions 
(prevalence of malnutrition in households, communities etc.), the degree of 
households’ food insecurity, energy density of traditional or staple foods and the 
availability of nutrient-rich local foods (Dewey and Adu-Afarwuah, 2008). The degree 
to which a particular food supplementation will be accepted and adopted, in part, 
depend on how compatible it is to people’s traditional diets, and how well people 
understand the benefits derived from consuming such supplements. In this regard, 
combining health education with the supplementation of staple foods is an essential 
step in ensuring that an intervention is adopted by a community. Harnessing the 
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potential of nutrient-rich local/staple foods in food supplementation interventions is 
more likely to produce higher results regarding acceptability and sustainability. 
Microfinance applied as an intervention increases incomes of households, empowers 
women participants and is promoted as having a high potential to improve health-
related services in hard-to-reach populations (Leatherman et al., 2012). Across the 
various microfinance interventions included in this study, poverty reduction and 
increased income tend to be the most dominant outcomes associated with the 
intervention. When looking at consumption patterns of participants in microfinance 
schemes, it is unclear whether microfinance has increased consumption of food items. 
Participation in microfinance programmes alone is not a pre-requisite for an increased, 
nutritious and more diversified food consumption patterns. Microfinance does have a 
substantial impact on women’s empowerment. Improving food security via rural 
financial services through microfinance activities has been demonstrated to be useful 
in Asian countries, particularly in Bangladesh and India (Fenton et al., 2017) and 
therefore has potential to deliver potentially positive impacts in other developing 
countries, despite the mixed evidence base identified in this review. 
It is worth noting that standalone microfinance programmes (microfinance schemes 
without additional programmes to educate or equip beneficiaries with skills or 
knowledge) have little impact in achieving desired outcomes (Gopalaswamy et al., 
2016). It is important to design microfinance programmes that focus on credit and 
other intervention programmes (training on skills and financial management, exposure 
and monitoring etc.). Gopalaswamy et al. (2016) assert that income and consumption 
initiatives need to be built into microfinance intervention programmes to provide an 
appropriate mix of activities. To this end, an increased focus on the consumption of 
food-based items for households could be an important programme for participants of 
microfinance programmes. Regarding health outcomes, larger and well-organised 
group schemes are associated with improved health outcomes (Orton et al., 2016), 
although individual based microfinance programmes have also yielded health impacts. 
Urban agriculture and agriculture interventions have the potential to supplement food 
production. Urban agriculture may represent a source of income for individuals and 
households and potentially adds to the nutrient quality of diets consumed in urban 
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settings. Infrastructural development interventions have the potential for linking food 
production to markets and other forms of investments. 
The results indicate that no single intervention has an absolute impact on all 
dimensions of food security. However, the generally held definition of food security 
means that all four dimensions must be considered simultaneously. It is therefore vital 
for interventions focused on planning, targeting and implementing improved food 
security interventions address multiple dimensions of food security. One approach to 
establishing effective intervention programmes is to introduce a combination of 
interventions to address all dimensions of food security, although interactions and 
associated unintended effects would need to be monitored and evaluated. 
2.5.2 Resilience to food insecurity 
Microfinance activities appear to have a great potential for ensuring local resilience 
development but has not been adequately considered. One expectation is that an 
increase in income from microfinance activities will lead to the creation of alternative 
livelihood patterns, which may serve as a buffer against food insecurity. However, the 
analysis presented here has indicated that microfinance has not had positive impacts 
on agriculture production, which represents an important approach to ensure the 
building of food assets in the local food system. There is evidence provided in this 
review regarding the accumulation of assets and other financial investments, which 
can also contribute to resilience development. 
The impact and increasing proliferation of microfinance in developing countries means 
that microfinance has the potential to foster resilient livelihood patterns of households 
and communities. From a climate change perspective, it has been argued that 
microfinance may mitigate the adverse effects of climate change (Fenton et al., 2017) 
by equipping poor people with financial capital to adapt. Focusing on the main reasons 
as to why households obtain credit, resilience is identified as being a dominant driver. 
During shocks or crises linked to the food system, individuals and households acquire 
microcredit as a way of maintaining their consumption levels. Microfinance, when 
appropriately designed, can be an effective coping strategy for households, individuals 
and communities experiencing shocks/crises in their food systems. As argued earlier, 
standalone microfinance programmes risk not having an impact on food security and 
resilience development. Hence, well-developed microfinance programmes which 
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inculcate various programmes of educating members on prudent financial 
management and investment, health and good health-seeking behaviours, nutrition 
and food consumption patterns could lead to resilience development. 
The evidence also suggests that cash transfers have the potential to increase the 
resilience of households and individuals to food insecurity. Interventions that tend to 
increase incomes of households also have the potential to increase resilience. This, 
however, is dependent on the decisions that individuals or households make, who 
makes the decisions and the severity of food insecurity. There is a higher likelihood of 
women using cash resources to feed households and investing in alternative livelihood 
patterns than their male counterparts (Bastagli et al., 2016; Kabeer et al., 2012). 
Households with severe food insecurity are likely to increase their food consumption 
instead of building resilience. Other interventions, such as food supplementation, 
urban agriculture, infrastructure, WASH and agriculture interventions have less impact 
on resilience. 
2.5.3 Recommendations and policy implications 
The food insecurity interventions considered in this overview of reviews target various 
components of food security. Hence, the following recommendations are made for 
effective intervention targeting by both national governments and non-governmental 
organisations; 
1. Interventions targeting food insecurity should focus on the four dimensions of 
food security (availability, accessibility, utilisation and stability). Food security 
can only be realised when all four dimensions are met. The current 
interventions assessed in this overview of reviews only address one or two 
dimensions. Planning and targeting of interventions need to be well designed, 
taking into consideration the socio-economic conditions of the target 
population. To do this, there is the need to adopt systems thinking or 
approaches. Focusing on food systems approaches offers a holistic view of 
designing and targeting of interventions for food security that mitigates all 
aspects of food insecurity. 
2. Regarding food supplementation, support for the use of nutrient-rich staple and 
local foods should be the prime concern for policymakers and practitioners. This 
will enable broader adoption and use of local food substances, as well as 
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encourage sustainability. The same may be right regarding the fortification 
interventions, which should be targeted at profoundly malnourished populations 
who are deficient in specific micronutrients. Dietary supplementation needs to 
meet the dietary needs of all the target age groups in a particular household. 
Supplementation should however be accompanied with nutrition and health 
education and should be targeted at a population that is deficient of a particular 
micro-nutrient. 
3. Resilience development should be considered as an essential component of 
food insecurity interventions. Resilience ensures that individuals, households 
and communities can adopt/cope and transform their food situation when hit 
with a shock. Shocks/risks (natural and human) in the food system are 
inevitable. Besides, the effect of climate change compounds the adverse effects 
that are bound to affect the food systems of households and communities. 
Resilience development ensures that the effects of these risks/shocks are not 
severe and ensures that households cope or bounce back to normalcy. 
4. There is the need to implement complementary interventions that aim to 
achieve food security and resilience. For instance, food supplementation does 
not build economic resilience. In planning for a particular intervention, CT or 
microfinance intervention could compliment food supplementation 
interventions. This is supported by Burchi et al., (2016) who find that CT 
interventions alone cannot achieve improved nutrition effects and needs to be 
complemented by other interventions such as nutrition education, and specific 
economic policies. It may be useful to take account of differences in local socio-
economic, cultural and economic conditions. 
5. The evidence base regarding the impact of CT programmes on food security is 
still mixed and further research is required. Although there is a clear link 
between transfers and increased consumption patterns of individuals and 
households, not much can be said regarding their impact on food security. 
Thus, more research is needed to investigate the impact of CTs on food security 
across different contexts, and to further assess the impact of CTs on household 




This overview of reviews assessed what is known about the current impact of food 
security interventions in LMICs. The quality of the reviews included is variable with 
food supplementation reviews of high quality and social protection reviews of low 
quality (having a high risk of bias and poor reporting standards). Despite the low and 
poor quality, social protections interventions and microfinance interventions seem to 
increase incomes of households leading to resilience development. This review has 
therefore established that income is an important factor in household resilience to food 
insecurity. Food supplementation interventions increase nutritional status and health 
of children and mothers but have less traction on resilience development. None of the 
interventions included has addressed all four dimensions of food security, probably 
due to design and targeting of interventions. It is recommended that, in order to 
achieve food security, a combination of interventions is instrumental, although both 
intended and unintended effects require monitoring and evaluation. Further research 
is needed to assess the impact of interventions on resilience development of 
households to food insecurity. There is also a need to inculcate systems thinking or 
approaches in the design and implementation of food insecurity interventions in 
LMICs, and how they may differ regionally and contextually. 
2.7 Summary 
The chapter systematically reviews literature on food security interventions in LMICs. 
It focused on both systematic reviews and traditional reviews, and also included grey 
literature from organisational web sites. Notwithstanding their mixed impact on food 
security and household resilience to food insecurity, social protection interventions, 
which includes social cash transfers (SCT), food for work, cash for work, among others 
were mostly implemented in developing countries. Particularly, SCT were commonly 
implemented in countries of SSA. The research presented in this chapter concludes 
that interventions which seeks to increase the incomes of households, has the 
potential to increase household’s resilience to food insecurity. Considering the findings 
of the systematic review, the next chapter focuses on reviewing literature specifically 
on social protection and SCT and exploring the connection between social cash 
transfers and household resilience to food insecurity.  
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2.8 Implications of review findings for this research 
SCT interventions has been settled on for the remainder of this research as it 
constitutes one of the widely implemented poverty and food security intervention in 
SSA. Yet, as observed by this overview of reviews, its impact on food security is still 
mixed and requires further exploration by scholars. Furthermore, the evidence of 
social protection in creating resilience to food insecurity is still unclear and requires 




  Cash transfer and household food security in Sub 
Saharan Africa 
3.1 Introduction 
The findings of chapter 2 establish social protection interventions (particularly social 
cash transfers) as one of the frequently implemented food security interventions in 
LMICs. Despite their frequency, their impact on food security is mixed and often 
attracts poor quality reviews. The conclusions of chapter 2, however, suggests that 
social protection interventions have the potential to lead to resilience development6, 
as it increases incomes which can lead to asset accumulation and other forms of 
investment. The remainder of this research, therefore, focuses on this social protection 
(SCTs) as a particularly interesting intervention. 
This chapter reviews the literature on social protection, concentrating on the impact of 
SCTs on household food security in SSA. This chapter is important as it situates the 
research within the discourse of social protection and cash transfers, quite distinct 
from chapter 2, which focuses on a broader view of food security interventions in 
LMICs. The chapter reviews the conceptual justification of social protection and the 
different forms of social protection. It also briefly reviews the literature on the concept 
of household resilience to food insecurity and the resilience-social protection nexus. 
3.2 Background  
Virtually all countries in Sub Saharan Africa have implemented a social protection 
programme, either through government action or the influence of development 
partners or agencies: a fact evidenced by both published and government policy 
documents. Defined as the implementation of a combination of policies aimed at 
poverty alleviation and reduction of vulnerabilities (Barrientos & Hinojosa, 2009; Hulme 
& Barrientos, 2011), social protection interventions have increasingly gained 
recognition across the world. Table 3.1 below gives a range of conceptual definitions 
for social protection. The World Bank estimates that nearly all countries in SSA 
implement more than one form of a social protection programme (Fiszbein et al., 
 
6 “Resilience development is the capacity over time of a person, household or other aggregate units to 
avoid poverty in the face of stressors and wake of the myriad of shocks. If and only if that capacity is 
and remains high over time, then the unit is resilient.” (Barrett and Constas (2014, p. 14626) 
39 
 
2013). From pension and universal health schemes to school feeding and universal 
basic education, food and social cash transfers (SCT), vouchers, subsidy and child 
welfare programmes are among social protection programmes implemented by 
governments around the world. These programmes vary between countries, in their 
purpose, design, implementation, and target populations. Yet, they all have a collective 
goal in protecting livelihoods through poverty alleviation and empowerment. Table 3.1 
summarises some conceptual definitions of social protection 
Devereux and Sabates-Wheeler (2004, p. 9) “all public and private initiatives that provide income 
or consumption transfers to the poor, protect the 
vulnerable against livelihood risks and enhance the 
social status and rights of the marginalised; with the 
overall objective of reducing the economic and social 
vulnerability of poor, vulnerable and marginalised 
groups.”  
Department for International Development 
(2005, p. 11)  
“a subset of public actions which are carried out by 
the state or privately that address risks, vulnerability 
and chronic poverty.” 
International Labour Organisation (2017, p. 1) “the set of policies and programmes designed to 
reduce and prevent poverty and vulnerability 
throughout the life cycle….this includes child and 
family benefits, maternity protection, unemployment 
support, employment injury benefits, sickness 
benefits, health protection, old-age benefits, 
disability benefits and survivors’ benefits…and 
address all these policy areas by a mix of 
contributory schemes (social insurance) and non-
contributory tax-financed benefits, including social 
assistance.” 
Barrientos and Hulme (2005) The implementation of a combination of policies 
aimed at poverty alleviation or the reduction of 
vulnerabilities among a group of people. 
European Communities (2010, p. 1) “A specific set of actions to address the vulnerability 
of people’s life through social insurance, offering 
protection against risk and adversity throughout life; 
through social assistance, offering payments and in 
kind transfers to support and enable the poor; and 
through inclusion efforts that enhance the capability 
of the marginalised to access social insurance and 
assistance” 
 
Table 3.1: Conceptual definitions of social protection 
Source: Author’s compilation (August 2019) 
 
Of all the different forms of social protection, SCT is the main form of assistance 
implemented in developing countries (Fiszbein et al., 2013; Fiszbein, Kanbur, & 
Yemtsov, 2014; Fiszbein & Schady, 2009), probably because of the high incidence of 
poverty in developing regions. The use of SCT as antipoverty interventions became 
common in the 1990s following the poor performance of Structural Adjustment 
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Programmes (Bevir and Hurt, 2012) in most developing regions of the World. While 
these programmes seek to promote economic growth through fiscal deregulations and 
the removal of subsidy programmes, social protection programmes target support at 
the poor and vulnerable who are often left behind by conventional economic 
interventions. Originally used to augment the incomes of poor people, SCT has gone 
on to become prominent as a form of a social safety net (Devereux and Sabates-
Wheeler, 2007). 
It is important to note that most of these programmes, particularly in SSA, are funded 
with external support from development partners and agencies. While these external 
organisations may have different interests in these programmes, the overall goal of 
poverty reduction through the empowerment of rural livelihoods is always shared by 
stakeholders. This chapter reviews the literature on the theoretical justification of social 
protection and evaluates the impact of social cash transfers before exploring why most 
countries in SSA have resorted to the implementation of SCT programmes. Most 
studies reviewed here focus on SSA, with occasional comparisons made to studies 
from Latin America. 
It can be noted that SCT had mixed impacts in SSA. For instance, both the Child Grant 
Programme (CGP) and the Multiple Categorical targeting Programme (MCTP) 
implemented by the Zambian government have yielded positive results (Asfaw et al., 
2017; Handa et al., 2018a) demonstrating the positive impact of cash transfers in SSA. 
However, the Livelihood Empowerment Against Poverty (LEAP) programme of the 
Ghana government has had no impact on food security and the consumption of food 
and non-food substances (Daidone et al., 2015; Tiwari et al., 2016). The LEAP 
programme has, however, had positive impacts on the economic integration of poor 
people and has led to improvements in school enrolment and attendance (Angeles et 
al., 2017; Fisher et al., 2017a; Handa et al., 2014a). The mixed impacts of the LEAP 
programme do not just pertain to the Ghanaian case but are similar to those of other 
cash transfer programmes in SSA. These mixed impacts highlight the significance of 
this research to evaluate the impact of SCT on household food security in a rural 
setting. The research concludes by highlighting the cash transfer-resilience nexus and 
further arguing the need for developing cash transfer interventions that improve 
households’ resilience to food insecurity. 
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3.3 Conceptual justification of social protection 
3.3.1 Welfare perspective of social protection 
The widespread implementation of social protection policies implies that their impacts 
are enormous. But it is important to consider the theoretical or conceptual groundings 
for social protection. The United Nations Research Institute for Social Development 
(UNRISD) noted in 2010 that social protection focused on welfare. According to 
UNRISD, social protection is equivalent to some of the welfare policies implemented 
in some states like Norway and Sweden (UNRISD, 2010). This notion of social 
protection has been expanded upon by studies, such as Devereux (2016), Devereux 
et al. (2015), Devereux and Sabates-Wheeler (2007) and the World Bank (2014), to 
explain why social protection policies can play a significant role in poverty reduction. 
Social exclusion has been identified as one of the main causes of poverty (Hanlon et 
al., 2010), not just in developing regions but also in the developed world. Poor people 
resort to the sale of assets to smooth consumption patterns in times of difficulty. From 
a welfare perspective, social protection can act as a household coping strategy in 
times of income and consumption deficits (Shepherd et al., 2011). 
Welfare economists view social protection policies in the form of periodic transfers as 
a stimulus to demand, stimulating rural consumption patterns, bridging inequality and 
fostering overall development. This concept of social protection, according to Schulz-
Forberg (2012), is rooted in the doctrine of the welfare state, which believes in the 
equal distribution of resources within communities and individuals. This implies that, 
the implementation of social protection programmes bridges the inequality gaps in 
societies and can foster growth (Frey, 2016). 
Many developing countries’ welfare policies, such as pension and health schemes, 
are state led. However, recent developments have seen an onset of new actors in the 
field of welfare, such as the interventions of development agencies in protecting the 
welfare and livelihoods of individuals and communities. This main driver for these 
agencies is a desire to work with national governments to provide support to ultra-poor 
and disadvantaged communities. The implementation of social protection 
interventions by development agencies is partly due to this notion of protecting 
households’ livelihoods and welfare. 
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3.3.2 Social protection as a universal human right 
It is argued that social protection is a human right to which every individual is entitled. 
Following the Universal Declaration of Human Rights in 1948, this school of thought 
argues that social protection is an objective of the declaration. Many aid agencies 
supporting social transfer policies in developing regions align their mission to the 
concept of the universality of human rights and the need for equitable access to these 
rights irrespective of geography. International organisations like the International 
Labour Organisation (ILO) and UNICEF have been proactive in advocating for the 
universality of social protection through the doctrine of Universal Human Rights. The 
view of labour rights policies and reforms to protect labour movements and unions 
(Piron, 2004) and the notion of universal child protection through social protection 
policies (Shepherd et al., 2011), have all been advanced by these international bodies 
whose mission and vision resonates with the universality of human rights. 
Many developing countries are signatories to the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights. As such, post-independence constitutional framings in most countries in SSA 
have enshrined the concept of the universality of human rights. In Ghana, Chapter 5 
of the 1992 constitution stipulated the fundamental human rights and freedoms, 
following the universal declarations of rights and freedoms. Chapter 6, the Directive 
Principles of State Policy, lays out how this will be achieved. For instance, Section 37, 
(2)b of Chapter 6 states that the State shall enact appropriate laws to ensure:  
“the protection and promotion of all other basic human rights and 
freedoms, including the rights of the disabled, the aged, children and other 
vulnerable groups in development processes.” 
 
Section 37 (6)b of Chapter 6 further states that the State shall: 
 
“provide social assistance to the aged such as will enable them to maintain a 
decent standard of living.” (Constitution of Ghana, 1992) 
 
The subsequent creation of the Department of Social Welfare and the Ministry of 
Gender, Children and Social Protection (MGCSP), with its mandate to develop a 
national social protection, strategy draws on these constitutional mandates. The 
Malawian constitution also captures in Chapter 2, Section 12 (4) – the Fundamental 
Principles, and states that: 
“The inherent dignity and worth of each human being require that the State and 
all persons shall recognise and protect fundamental human rights and afford 
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the fullest protection to the rights and views of all individuals, groups and 
minorities whether or not they are entitled to vote.” (Constitution of Malawi) 
 
Further details as to how this can be achieved are given in Chapter 3, the Bill of Human 
Rights of the Malawian Constitution. Together, these two chapters establish the 
constitutional provision of social protection per the universal declaration of human 
rights. Both Malawian and Ghanaian governments have acted upon such 
constitutional provisions to establish state institutions aimed at protecting the lives and 
welfare of vulnerable people. The Universal Declaration can therefore be interpreted 
as providing mandates to countries to contribute to global efforts to ensure that people 
everywhere live decent lives. 
3.3.3 Developing the capitalist poor – multiplier effects 
A third concept holds that social protection policies, especially those that relate to cash 
transfers, have positive impacts for local economic development (Picard et al., 2017). 
This argument is supported by studies that evaluate the impacts of SCT interventions 
on local economies. As noted by Thome et al. (2016), for every $1 given to a 
household in the form of social protection, there is a multiplier effect in the local 
economy. Often the retail sector benefits more from these multiplier effects (ibid). This 
is consistent with other local or rural development policies such as Prahalad’s Bottom 
Billion Capitalism (Prahalad, 2006) and Yunus’ Grameen initiatives (Yunus, 2007, 
2010) that have been built around the concept of empowering the rural poor to be 
agents for local economic development. Ravallion (2003) summed all this up by 
suggesting that social protection can lead to the redistribution of resources and thus 
focus on pro-poor growth, provided that such policies aim to tackle inequalities 
resulting from market failures. 
This concept differs significantly from the welfare and human rights concepts, as it 
emphasises developing the capitalist poor to be agents of development. It is, therefore, 
more consistent with the neo-classical economic literature, which posits the ‘gospel of 
capitalism’. Social protection policies such as cash transfers, public works, work-for-
food, community grain stores, subsidy programmes, and pension schemes are all the 
products of this concept (Devereux and Sabates-Wheeler, 2007). While this may 
stimulate local economic development, it has also widened inequalities within society, 
and led to the increases in ultra-poor populations in rural areas in developing countries 
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(Devereux and Sabates-Wheeler, 2007). This goes against the fundamentals of 
human right and welfare concepts which posit that, under no circumstances, should 
people be deprived of the basic conditions required to sustain life. 
3.3.4 Social risk management approach 
Social risk management (SRM) is probably one of the most compelling reasons for the 
adoption of social protection schemes, such as credit, insurance and pension schemes 
that have been developed and institutionalised within formal and state institutions. 
These are often developed with the notion of reducing the occurrence of a certain form 
of risks (Hulme & Barrientos, 2011). This approach holds that risk management is 
important in protecting livelihood patterns (Devereux and Sabates-Wheeler, 2007). 
The main argument for this is that social protection policies can provide three types of 
support to individuals, households and communities through risk reduction, risk 
mitigation and risk coping measures (Kabeer, 2009). These risks could be ex-ante 
(insurance risks, climate risks) or ex-post (food insecurity or poverty situation, income 
fluctuations, natural disasters). The risk management model is, therefore, important 
not for preventing risks and crises but as a coping strategy for unavoidable risks. 
With developing countries predicted to be severely affected by climate change, social 
protection in all forms play an important role in adverting hardship among households 
and communities (Browne, 2013). As such, some countries have already developed 
social protection programmes to address the adverse impacts of climate change. For 
example, the Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP) of Ethiopia is designed to 
help support chronically food-insecure communities, while at the same time protecting 
them against extreme climate events (Devereux et al., 2006). In Ghana, the 
Emergency LEAP (a component of the LEAP programme) supports communities and 
households that have been struck by disaster as a result of extreme climate events 
(Government of Ghana, 2017). 
3.4 Forms of social protection 
The International Labour Organisation’s definition of social protection (see Table 3.1) 
encompasses three forms of social protection – social insurance, social assistance 
and labour market protection. Social insurance is a protective measure used to 
mitigate risks within society. According to DFID (2005), it is a formal protection scheme 
to which individuals contribute by paying monthly to either state or private institutions 
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to provide a form of security in times of shock. Social assistance currently forms part 
of most formal social protection schemes and draws its mandatory powers from 
legislation (Piron, 2004). Examples of this form of protection include various insurance 
schemes targeting health, unemployment, and pension schemes, and the insurance 
of certain assets such as cars, houses, farms, and investments among others. 
Social assistance, on the other hand, is a periodic form of payment made to vulnerable 
households to help smooth their consumption patterns. This form of protection can 
either be state-led or provided by a private organisation or agency. The type of 
assistance usually includes cash or in-kind transfers, school meals, subsidy 
programmes and other forms of social assistance programme. In Ghana, successive 
governments have implemented a variety of social assistance programmes, such as 
the capitation 7  grant, free compulsory universal basic education, free secondary 
education, school meal programmes, and various work-for-cash programmes often 
associated with government infrastructure projects in rural areas. It is suggested that 
this form of social protection has been instrumental in poverty alleviation. In 2009, the 
World Bank and the G-20 countries committed about US$2 billion and US$50 billion 
respectively, to be used in social assistance programmes in support of Global Food 
Crises, particularly in developing countries (Devereux, 2009). 
Labour market protection aims to ensure standardised treatment and is usually 
protected by legislation (ILO, 2003). It is designed to help enforce labour standards 
and prevent the exploitation of the labour force, helping to increase employment 
opportunities and ensure the maintenance of a certain level of welfare among the 
employed. It also guarantees employment and protects the rights of vulnerable labour 
groups. Many labour organisations, such as trade unions or workers groups, have 
been formed by workers in the same industry to: (1) advocate for these minimum 
standards; and (2) act as mediators between employees and employers in dispute 
resolutions. However, setting minimum standards for the labour market is difficult to 
achieve in countries with high unemployment, high dependence on the informal sector 
and inactive labour unions (ibid). These issues are further compounded in developing 
 
7 Capitation grant aims at removing the payment off school fees for basic schools in Ghana for the poor 
to access education. This is an educational policy that has been implemented by successive 




countries and present a significant challenge to labour market intervention as an active 
form of social protection. 
3.5 A brief history of Social Cash Transfers (SCT) 
The widespread implementation of SCT programmes in developing countries 
suggests they have a positive impact on people’s lives. Originating in Latin America, 
where SCT represent the first-generation form of cash transfers, their popularity in 
other developing countries (known to be implementers of second-generation cash 
transfers) is considerable (Britto, 2005). In SSA, the African Union appeal in 2004, for 
African governments to establish social protection policies played a role in the 
widespread implementation of SCT programmes in the sub-continent. This call was 
followed by commitments made by international development agencies, such as 
UNECA, ILO, UNICEF, WFP, FAO and DFID, to support African governments in the 
implementation of social protection policies. As such, by 2012, a review identified 
about 123 different forms of cash transfers being implemented across SSA (Davis et 
al., 2016; Devereux et al., 2015). Additionally, the World Bank in 2014 estimated about 
37 countries in Africa, had implemented different cash transfer interventions in Africa 
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Table 3.2: Selected second-generation CT programmes in SSA 




This proliferation of SCT in SSA may have resulted as a response to the global 
financial crises which left many households destitute (Fiszbein & Schady, 2009). 
Alternatively, there is evidence that the success of first-generation SCTs in Latin 
America (particularly Brazil and Mexico) provided a gentle nudge to governments and 
development agencies in SSA to implement SCT programmes (Davis et al., 2016; 
Fisher et al., 2017). Irrespective of these viewpoints, a key feature of SCTs is the 
protection of communities, households and individuals from shocks and risks in their 
livelihoods and food systems through the accumulation of productive assets, and other 
forms of capital such as human and financial capital (UNICEF, 2012). 
Two forms of transfer are particularly common in SSA – Conditional Cash Transfers 
(CCT) and Unconditional Cash Transfers (UCT). CCT programmes require 
beneficiaries to meet specific conditions in order to continue to receive payments, 
while UCT are without any conditions. Garcia and Moore (2012) also report two forms 
of cash transfer, middle-income cash transfers which appear to be implemented by 
countries in Southern Africa. According to Barca et al. (2013), this form of transfer is 
usually domestically funded and implemented by state institutions. The second are 
those implemented by low-income and fragile states (Garcia and Moore, 2012), most 
of which are externally funded, small-scale and implemented jointly with other 
development agencies. 
Most SCT programmes in SSA share similar features with large scale schemes in 
other regions of the World. A distinguishing feature of SCT programmes in SSA is their 
unconditionality (Davis et al., 2016), as opposed to transfer programmes in Latin 
America, which are mostly conditional (Handa & Davis, 2006). Cash transfers in SSA 
are designed to meet the unique challenges confronting the region (Garcia and Moore, 
2012). In addition to their overarching purpose of reducing poverty and vulnerability, it 
is common to find cash transfer programmes targeting people with sexually 
transmitted infections (STIs), orphans and vulnerable children (OVC), disabled people, 
the aged, and pregnant women and lactating mothers. 
3.6 Empirical evidence of the impacts of cash transfers in SSA 
Cash transfer interventions are adopted and implemented for various reasons. The 
aim of these interventions is the reduction of poverty and vulnerability in the target 




of cash transfer programmes. For instance, while countries in Latin America have 
reported positive impacts of CCT programmes on poverty reduction (Maluccio and 
Flores, 2004), SSA countries tend to report mixed impacts of UCT on a range of 
outcomes such as food security, health, women’s empowerment, incidence of STIs, 
school attendance, risk sharing, asset accumulation and livelihoods (Miller et al., 2011, 
2010; Tiwari et al., 2016; Naab et al. in review). 
As observed by Schubert and Beales (2006), most cash transfer programmes have 
the primary goal of addressing food insecurity among beneficiaries. Food security 
represents one of the challenges facing most countries in SSA. Though CTs have 
positive impacts in some countries, their overall impact on food security is not uniform. 
For instance, Handa et al. (2018) analysing the Zambian Child Grant Programme 
(CGP) and the Multiple Category Targeted Programme (MCP), noted that cash 
transfers had positive impacts on food security and the consumption of food 
substances by beneficiaries of both programmes. Household consumption increased 
by 67%, three years after completion of the programme (ibid). Similar results were 
observed by Miller et al. (2010), who observed a 60% increase in the food security 
status of the intervention group in a randomised control trial in Malawi. Other studies 
conducted in SSA also show a positive impact of cash transfers on food security. 
While evidence of impacts on food security may be positive for these countries, other 
countries have reported that SCTs have either mixed or no impact on food security 
(Fisher et al., 2017; Hidrobo et al., 2018; S. Tiwari et al., 2016; FAO, 2017). It has 
been reported that the LEAP programme in Ghana, for instance, has either no or mixed 
impacts on food security. Daidone et al. (2015) report that the LEAP programme did 
not lead to an increase in the consumption of either food or non-food goods, but rather 
enabled households to engage in social networks within the community, creating 
social safety nets. Tiwari et al. (2016) supported this finding and reported the LEAP 
programme had no significant increase in per capita food expenditure. However, other 
cash transfer programmes were found to be more successful, increasing per capita 
food expenditure by 35% in Zambia and leading to a shift from the consumption of 
carbohydrates to the consumption of more nutritious foods in Kenya (Tiwari et al., 




Again, a recent study of Daidone et al. (2019) on the impact of cash transfers in SSA 
noted that the LEAP programme had fewer direct impacts on households’ engagement 
with productive activities. The authors however, reported an increase in agricultural 
productivity in Zambia and Lesotho and observed households in Zimbabwe were 
shifting from the cultivation of traditional crops to foreign and more nutritious crops that 
better meet the needs of the population (ibid), all of which are attributed to cash 
transfers. The LEAP programme is noted to have yielded positive impacts in areas 
such as health, education, social capital and risk mitigation. For instance, Fisher et al. 
(2017) in a cross-country qualitative study of the impact of SCT interventions in SSA, 
noted that LEAP beneficiaries spent cash transfers on food first, then the surplus was 
invested in children’s education, health insurance and the active participation of 
household members in social events. 
In addition to the varying range of evidence highlighting the impacts of cash transfers, 
evidence of their investment potential and their impact on the acquisition of agricultural 
and non-agricultural assets is worth noting. Research being conducted by the United 
Nations Food and Agricultural Organisation (UNFAO/FAO) as part of the Transfers 
Project, has provided some evidence on this. Motivated by the fact that subsistence 
farming, practised by most of Africa’s smallholder households, is subject to market 
failures (Davis et al., 2016), FAO prioritised the augmentation of the productive 
potential of rural households using SCTs. This has resulted in many African 
governments implementing social protection policies as a stimulus to investment in 
agriculture and other productive sectors of the economy. In a meta-analysis examining 
the impact of SCTs on food security and asset formation, Hidrobo et al. (2018) noted 
that cash transfers increase both the beneficiaries’ stock of productive assets, such as 
livestock and their savings. Women in rural areas often participate in these savings 
schemes such as micro-finance or rotating credit schemes. 
Based on the experiences of implementing cash transfer programmes in different 
contexts in developing countries, there is evidence that cash transfer interventions 
have widespread impacts on the local economy of beneficiary communities (Davis et 
al., 2016; Devereux, 2016b; Filipski and Taylor, 2012; Handa et al., 2014; Thome et 
al., 2014). In analysing seven cash transfer programmes in Africa, Thome et al. (2016) 
found that the income and productive multiplier effects of transfers have far-reaching 




income multiplier effects were increased by 1.27 in Malawi and 2.52 in the Hintalo 
region in Ethiopia (Figure 3.1). This means that, for any single unit of transfer to a 
household in the rural area, there is a more than a single unit of additional income 
added to the local economy. Similar productive multiplier effects were observed in the 
local economy where the retail and livestock sectors generated higher multiplier 
effects than other sectors. 
 
Figure 3.1: Multiplier effects of social cash transfer programmes in SSA 
Source: Thome et al. (2016) 
While the possibility of local multiplier effects may apply to some cash transfer 
programmes, Fisher et al. (2017), in a qualitative impact analysis of cash transfers in 
SSA, reported that the experiences of beneficiaries of cash transfer programmes 
suggest that transfers were less important in increasing investments. However, cash 
transfers led to an increase in economic collaborations between the ultra-poor 
recipients of transfers and other community members (ibid). These economic 
collaborations were in the form of participation in micro-credit, savings or self-help 




An impact pathway for cash transfers in SSA is their ability to lead to the empowerment 
of women. Most cash transfer programmes are targeted at women, especially when it 
comes to OVCs, the aged and the disabled who may need carers. This phenomenon 
is supported by research in Latin America (World Bank, 2014; Yoong et al., 2012) and 
some parts of SSA (Tiwari et al., 2016; Miller et al., 2010) that suggests that women 
use transfers more effectively than their male counterparts. For example, women are 
designated as preferred beneficiaries of transfers in Ethiopia’s Tigray SCT 
programmes and Zambia’s Multiple Categorical Targeting Grant, and Malawi’s Child 
Grant Programme and South Africa’s Child Support Programme are specifically 
targeted at single parents who are women. In Ghana, the LEAP programme prefers 
women to receive transfers on behalf of OVCs and other vulnerable people, such as 
the disabled, aged and chronically sick. While this might not be the case in some 
contexts, the fact that women in SSA are culturally responsible for cooking and 
performing other domestic chores such as taking care of the home and children results 
in them being more likely to use transfers for activities that will promote the welfare of 
the household, especially children. 
Much of the literature on cash transfers also suggests that they have impacts that go 
far beyond improving food security. In various studies conducted in SSA it is evident 
that cash transfers have succeeded in raising school enrolment rates (e.g. in Malawi, 
Kenya and Zambia), (Handa et al., 2018b, 2015; Baird et al., 2011), as well as leading 
to increased expenditure and utilisation of health services in Ghana, Zimbabwe, 
Kenya, Lesotho, Ethiopia and Malawi (Fisher et al., 2017; Robertson et al., 2013). In 
addition, cash transfers are argued to have significantly reduced the incidence of 
sexually transmitted infections and early pregnancy of adolescent girls in South Africa, 
Malawi, Kenya and Zambia (Baird et al., 2011; Bonilla et al., 2017; Handa et al., 2015; 
Pettifor et al., 2016). It can, therefore, be argued that the broader positive impacts of 
cash transfers described above, indirectly address the problem that some authors 
describe as multidimensional poverty (Alkire & Foster, 2011; Wineman, 2016). 
Therefore, the overall positive impacts of cash transfers indirectly address 
multidimensional poverty. 
3.7 Limitations of social cash transfers 
Despite the widespread impacts of cash transfers in SSA, some limitations are worth 




problematic, as most of cash transfer programmes are jointly funded by national 
governments and development partners. Scaling up these programmes may be 
challenging for countries of SSA without donor support. Most of these programmes 
will, therefore, be significantly affected should such support be withdrawn. 
Second, the recipient of the transfer may be important in determining how transfers 
are used at the household level. The gender of the recipient has been identified as an 
important determiner of the impact of SCTs. This has been well documented and 
demonstrated through several impact evaluations. For example, female recipients of 
cash transfers tend to use them in a manner that benefits the household through the 
purchase of food, health services, and clothing and prioritising children’s needs in their 
consumption pattern (Evans & Popova, 2014; Yoong et al., 2012). It is further argued 
that male recipients were more likely to use transfers to purchase alcohol (Evans and 
Popova, 2014). Although the literature indicates that cash transfers leads to a 
reduction in domestic and interpersonal conflicts (Bastagli et al., 2016; Doocy, Tappis, 
& Lyles, 2016), some portions of this evidence also report that cash transfers may also 
lead to an increase in domestic violence (Doocy et al., 2016). Tappis & Doocy (2018) 
found that UCT could lead to an increase in domestic violence, while in other settings, 
UCT and vouchers reduced physical and sexual violence towards women. 
Thirdly, some policymakers have suggested that recipients of cash transfers can 
become over-dependent on them, leading to laziness. Banerjee et al. (2016) and 
Banerjee et al. (2015), in analysing seven randomised control trials in six countries 
worldwide, did not find any aggregate effect of cash transfers having this effect nor 
reducing workforce across their pooled sample. However, it is unclear whether such 
findings can be generalised across SSA, as many cash transfer evaluations in SSA 
do not report impacts on labour supply and workforce. The few studies that have 
assessed these (Covarrubias et al. 2012; American Institute for Research, 2013), 
report a reduction in wage labour and an increase in self-employment. The study of 
Asfaw et al., (2014) in Kenya, found a reduction in the labour force which was 
associated with men. However, as stated earlier, the available evidence is not 
conclusive and hence not substantial enough to warrant any generalisation. 
Lastly, Bastagli et al. (2016) has suggested that cash transfer cause inflation and 




Learning Partnership (Creti, 2010) conducted a case study in Otuke County in 
Northern Uganda, where about $150 was given to about 1500 vulnerable households. 
The results from this case study analysis suggested that cash transfers caused 
temporary inflation of prices in local markets (ibid). Such local temporary inflation will 
most often coincide with payment periods and might potentially skewed to the demand 
for staple foods. Further qualitative analysis by Fisher et al. (2017), showed that cash 
transfers had wider economic tendencies in the local economy. For instance, medium-
scale farmers benefitted the most as they invested transfers in productive assets and 
livelihood diversification. This finding was corroborated by the FAO who reported cash 
transfers to have varying multiplier effects in local markets, especially in the retail 
sector (Thome et al., 2016). 
3.8 The concept of resilience, vulnerability and food insecurity 
There is long-standing empirical evidence that shows that risks are part of the daily 
challenges of human lives. This is shown to encompass all sectors (Holling, 1973, 
1996) and can have a long-term effect on systems that are prone to such risks. While 
different people have different ways of handling some of these risks, many people 
suffer losses and sometimes find it difficult to recover. The food system is one that is 
subjected to frequent risks. While most developed countries have addressed food 
insecurity, the same is not the case of many developing countries, particularly in SSA. 
It is therefore not surprising that the recent report on ‘The State of Food Insecurity in 
the World’ identifies SSA as having the highest occurrence of moderate and severe 
food insecurity (57.7%) (FAO et al., 2019). The 2019 Global Report on Food Crises 
(Global Report on Food Crises, 2019) puts the number of people who are acutely food 
insecure and in need of urgent action in Africa at 65 million. The recurring food 
insecurity crises in many parts of the developing world means that efforts need to be 
scaled up if Target 2.1 of SDG 2 is to be achieved. The concept of resilience has been 
adopted in development discourses to help frame or manage some of these recurring 
development challenges (Barrett & Constas, 2014). 
Resilience as a concept emerged from ecological disciplines (Holling, 1973). In a bid 
to ensure that households and communities can combat food insecurity, the concept 
of resilience has been applied in the food insecurity literature (Alinovi, Mane, & 
Romano, 2008b, 2010a; Alinovi & Romano, 2010; d’Errico & Pietrelli, 2017; d’Errico, 




relevance of the concept relating to food insecurity debates is probably due to the 
multidimensional nature of food security, embedded within different socio-economic 
settings (Folke, 2006). According to GRFC (2019; p 8), food insecurity is defined as 
“the lack of secure access to sufficient amounts of safe and nutritious food for normal 
growth and development and active and healthy life”. This takes into consideration 
several dimensions such as the availability and accessibility of food, frequency of 
consumption, safety and the nutritional value of food consumed. The concept of 
resilience to food insecurity, therefore, tries to ensure that individuals, households and 
communities can withstand the shocks or crises that impact on the above dimensions. 
Resilience, which refers to the “capacity that ensures stressors and shocks do not 
have long-lasting adverse development consequences” (Constas et al., 2014, p 13), 
depends on the nature of the shocks and stressors and how best systems are better 
equipped to handle adverse conditions. Defined more broadly, and encompassing the 
various conceptual definitions in Table 2, resilience refers to the capacity of systems 
to withstand adverse impacts over time and scale (FSIN, 2013). In the context of food 
insecurity, resilience is “the ability of the household to maintain a certain level of 
wellbeing (e.g. food security) withstanding shocks and stressors, depending on the 
options available to the household to make a living and its ability to handle risks” 
(Alinovi et al., 2010, p.27). This emphasises the initial conditions of the household or 
system and how well these conditions can help households to adapt, transform or cope 
with the various risks to their food system. 
Households are conceived as an integral component of the food system, as they are 
themselves subsystems (ibid). Alinovi et al. (2008), therefore, treat the household as 
a system and the starting point for any analysis relating to resilience to food insecurity. 
A much greater emphasis is placed on the livelihood options available to households, 
as they determine how well a household can handle crises or shocks. The emphasis 
placed on the household does not disregard the other complex systems (i.e. markets, 
governments, institutions) that shape and determine how households respond to food 
insecurity and the impact of these complex systems can always be considered within 
the context of the household. For instance, price changes for staple foods, and 
government policies, such as social protection, can affect the economy of the 
household and, to some extent, determine how resilient they are to food insecurity. 




Author(s) Definition of resilience Unit of measurement focus 
Barrett and Constas 
(2014, p. 14626) 
“Development of Resilience is the capacity 
over time of a person, household or other 
aggregate units to avoid poverty in the face 
of stressors and wake of the myriad of 
shocks. If and only if that capacity is and 
remains high over time, then the unit is 
resilient.” 
Individual, households and 
communities or systems 
Constas et al. (2014 
p.13) 
“the capacity that ensures adverse 
stressors and shocks do not have long-
lasting adverse developmental 
consequences.” 
 
Barrett and Headey 
(2014, p.1) 
“the capacity to prevent individuals, 
households, and communities from falling 
below a normatively defined standard of 
living, whether defined in terms of poverty, 
health or nutritional status, subjective well-
being or some other measure.” 
Follows on the definition of 
Barrett and Constas to include 
subjected wellbeing of people. 
This definition Considers 
individuals, households and 
communities as a unit of 
measurement for resilience. 
Introduces the dynamic concept 
(paradigm shifts) of resilience, 
i.e. moving in. and out of 
poverty, food insecurity, 
hunger, and malnutrition 
Folke (2006, p.254)  “an amount of disturbance a system can 
take before its control shifts to another set 
of variables and relationships that dominate 
another stability region.” 
Focus on paradigm shifts 
Walker et al. (2004, 
p.2) 
“the capacity of a system to absorb 
disturbances and re-organise while 
changing to retain essentially the same 
function, structure, identity and feedback.” 
Focus on feedback loops 
Adger (2000, p.347) “social resilience as the ability of human. 
communities to withstand external shocks 
to their social infrastructures, such as 
environmental variability or social, 
economic and political upheaval.” 
Relational social change 
Alinovi et al. (2008) 
Alinovi et al. (2010, 
p.27) 
“The ability of the household to maintain a 
certain level of wellbeing (e.g. food security) 
withstanding shocks and stressors, 
depending on the options available to the 







“the resistance of an ecosystem to 
perturbations and the speed of recovery” 
Mostly use to define one variant 
of “engineering.” 
Unit of measurements not 
mentioned 
Holling (1973, p.17)  
 
“Resilience determines the persistence of 
relationships within a system and is a 
measure of the ability of these systems to 
absorb changes of state variables, driving 
variables, and parameters, and still persist” 
Mostly used to refer to 
“ecological resilience.” 
 
Unit of measurements not 
mentioned 
 
Table 3.3: Conceptual definitions of resilience 





3.8.1 Interrelations between food security, vulnerability and resilience 
3.8.1.1 Dimensions of food security 
Food security as defined as “when all people at all times have physical and economic 
access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food 
preferences for an active and healthy life" (FAO, 1996, p. 6) is multidimensional. These 
dimensions of food security include availability, accessibility, utilisation and stability 
(ibid). It is these dimensions that have often received attention regarding interventions 
addressing food insecurity in most developing countries. 
The food availability dimension often refers to the supply side of food. This could be 
either through production or imports, and is assessed through local or national 
agricultural production, food stocks and net food imports or exports. Analysis of the 
availability dimension of food security often takes the form of national, regional, 
household and individual production or food stock levels. Food accessibility on the 
other hand refers to the ability or adequacy of resources to acquire food substances 
that meets the dietary needs of the population. This often depends on the income and 
expenditures of individuals, households and national imports and exports. 
Accessibility has become an important dimension of food security due to the fact that, 
adequate availability of food at national and regional levels does not often guarantee 
food security at the individual, household or community level (local markets). A 
majority of the population at the individual and household level could still be food 
insecure due to insufficient access as a result of poor distribution patterns, poverty, 
market failures and inflationary tendencies of staples (FAO, 2008). Amartya Sen refers 
to these as ‘exchange entitlement failures’ (Sen, 1981) and goes ahead to argue the 
role of government policy to facilitate food accessibility. Utilisation as a dimension of 
food security refers to the nutritional components of the food consumed. Related to 
this dimension are the consumption of different varieties of food groups by individuals 
and households, processing of food, cooking of food, water, sanitation and health 
practices. Stability as a dimension refers to the stability of the three dimensions of food 
security discussed above. 
For food security to exist, the stability of the three dimensions is very essential. 
Notwithstanding this fact, interventions addressing food security has always been 




interventions will address the causes of food insecurity, which are; food availability 
decline (availability) (Devereux, 2009), exchange entitlement failures (accessibility) 
(Sen, 1981), undernutrition or malnutrition (FAO, 2006), and response failures 
(stability) (Devereux, 2009; FAO, 2010). Hence, interventions that are not conducive 
to addressing any of the dimensions of food security will be classified as not 
contributing to food security. Food availability decline which constitutes a major hurdle 
to the availability dimension of food security has been the starting point for 
conceptualisation and analysis of food security. This has been criticised on several 
grounds, one of which involving the co-existence of hunger and wide-spread food 
availability at national and international levels. In fact, one school of thought is of the 
opinion that, the world currently produces enough food to meet the food needs of the 
7.8 billion population. However, problems such as food waste, post-harvest losses, 
natural disasters, distributional challenges and greed has always been the cause for 
hunger and food insecurity among some populations. It has also been criticised on the 
grounds that it does not take into consideration the different levels of vulnerability 
which may exist at different scales (i.e. individual, household, community, regional and 
national levels). This criticism gave birth to the concept of vulnerability and vulnerability 
analysis within the concept of food security. Another outcome of these criticisms is the 
emergences of Sen’s entitlement approach which argue to advance the accessibility 
dimension of food security. Sen acknowledges different vulnerabilities among people 
and believes that insufficient access and vulnerability to be the major causes of food 
insecurity (Sen, 1992). A major contribution of Sen’s approach is that of ‘entitlement 
failures’ where a set of individual’s entitlements usually do not contain enough food 
assets to enable such individual or household avoid chronic food insecurity or hunger. 
However, the entitlement approach has also been criticised on the basis of its lack of 
emphasis on intra-household food distribution pattern (Devereux, 2001) and its 
inability to consider socio-political and historical events that most often creates 
vulnerability (de Waal, 1990).  
The forgone discussion presents an intrinsic relationship between food security and 
vulnerability. This is particularly more pronounced in traditional farming communities 
in developing countries (Devereux, 2016). Vulnerability, therefore, exists as an 
important component in the analysis of all dimensions of food security. Individuals, 




insecurity. Notwithstanding the relationship between food security and vulnerability, 
there are some stack differences in their measurements. While food security is 
measured at a point in time, vulnerability to food insecurity is based on historical, socio-
economic and future projections of the risks that a particular group is exposed to. 
Taking into considerations these relationships and differences in measurement, 
Devereux (2016) considers vulnerability as often related to conditions of 
marginalisation and exclusion that makes people susceptible to the adverse effects of 
a shock (Devereux, 2016). Both vulnerability and food security are however always 
measured on the same social levels (i.e. macro, micro, individual, household etc.). 
3.8.2 Vulnerability and Resilience to Food Security 
There are similarities between resilience and vulnerability as concepts used in the 
context of food security. Vulnerability and resilience both consider the livelihood 
opportunities available to a particular group (Alinovi et al., 2008), which is probably the 
most important symmetry, as an important component of a household’s food security. 
Therefore, both considers the livelihood assets such as physical, economic, natural, 
social and fiscal (Scoones, 2009; DFID, 1999) as well as the various risks and shocks 
that may affect these assets. According to Alinovi et al. (2008), “the vulnerability 
context within which people pursue their livelihoods includes trends (for example, 
economic or resource trends), shocks (for example, conflict, economic shocks, natural 
shocks, etc.), seasonal fluctuations in prices, production, health, employment 
opportunities”. Therefore, vulnerability is often related to risks. While vulnerability 
considers the extent to which a system is susceptible to a disturbance or shock, 
resilience concept refers to the capacity of a system to absorb, adapt and recover from 
the shock. Resilience analysis therefore takes into consideration vulnerability as it 
considers the various exposure to shocks of a system as well as the potential for the 
system to improve (Barrett and Constas, 2014). The resilience analysis conducted in 
this thesis therefore takes into consideration various aspects of the livelihood assets 
to include agricultural and non-agricultural assets, social capital, access to basic 
services, and adaptive capacity (i.e. the ability of households to respond to shocks). 
Hoddinott and Quisumbing (2010) defines vulnerability as the “likelihood that at a given 
time in the future, an individual, household, group or institutions will have a level of 




to the “capacity that ensures that stressors and shocks do not have long lasting effect 
on a system” (Constas et al., 2014). Vulnerability is therefore associated with risks 
while resilience is related to the recovery from the risk or shocks, and both are 
dependent on how well they are handled. Building resilience to food insecurity 
therefore reduces the vulnerability of individuals, groups, households and 
communities and regions at large. The relationship between food security, resilience 
and vulnerability can therefore be seen as follows: 
   Food Security = f(VU, RC, SH) 
Where, VU = Vulnerability 
 RC = Resilience Capacity 
 SH = Shocks 
Here, food security is construed to be a function of vulnerability, resilience capacity 
and shocks affecting a particular system. The household is the unit of analysis as it is 
considered to be a sub-system due to its nature and the interdependencies that exists 
between the households and natural and social environment (Alinovi et al., 2008). 
Vulnerability, according Løvendal and Knowles (2005) and Ligon and Schechter 
(2004) is a function of an individual or household risk exposure and resilience capacity. 
   Vulnerability (VU) = f(RE, RC) 
Where, RE = Risk Exposure 
However, resilience to risks is associated with (1) the livelihood strategies available to 
households, and (2) assets of the household (FAO and WFP, 2008; Alinovi et al., 
2008). Therefore, resilience capacity is expressed as a function of livelihood strategies 
and the assets available to households. 
   Resilience Capacity (RC) = f(HLS, HA, AC) 
Where, HLS = Household Livelihood Strategies 
 HA = Household Assets 




Household assets may include agricultural and non-agricultural assets. Livelihood 
strategies on the other hand includes all other activities and options which affects 
households’ livelihoods. This can be social services, social networks, number of 
sources of income available to household, among others and the ability of the 
household to manage the risks that the household hold has been exposed to (adaptive 
capacity). Therefore, resilience development could also reduce vulnerability to food 
insecurity. 
3.8.2.1 Measuring food security 
While recognising the multidimensionality of food security, it is important to also 
consider the different social levels of measurement of food security, which often 
presents a problem in estimation. Each dimension of food security has different 
indicators used in its measurement. Maxwell and Smith (1992) observed noted that, 
for food security, there are more than 200 definitions and over 450 indices used in its 
measurement. For food availability, national food production and food stock, food 
balance sheets, agricultural production surveys, food market surveys, rainfall pattern, 
and the pattern of other natural occurrences can be used to measure the availability 
of food in a country, region or communities. At the individual and household levels, 
availability is determined and measured according individual or household agricultural 
production, availability of food stock from previous farming season and the availability 
of staple foods in the domestic markets. 
Indicators which measure food accessibility tend to go beyond just availability to 
measure consumption patterns. These indicators usually include per capita food 
consumption, frequency and diversity of food consumed, inflation of staple foods in 
domestic markets, per capita income, employment, household food accessibility 
(HFIAS), coping strategies with food shortages (CSI) among others. These are again 
measured at the national, regional, community, household and individual levels. For 
instance, national per capita income or per capita consumption can be used as an 
indicator of food access at the national level and household employment ratio used in 
measuring access at the household level and inflation of staple foods used in 
measuring accessibility at the regional and community levels. 
The utilisation dimension of food security is usually difficult to measure and the data 




takes into consideration how food is prepared and consumed, water, sanitation and 
health and deficiencies in certain micronutrients of individuals, households, 
communities and regions. At the individual level, micronutrient deficiencies is usually 
the focus. Indicators like stunting, wasting, underweight, Body Mass Index (BMI) 
among other are used. At the household level, nutrients in food groups consumed 
(FCS), availability of wate and toilets, preparation of food among others are of the 
indicators measured for food utilisation. Night blindness, the availability of communal 
potable water and toilets, sanitation among others can be used in measuring the 
utilisation at the community and regional levels. The ability of individuals, households 
and communities to have adequate proportions of the above three dimensions over 
time is often measured as stability. Stability therefore measures all the three 
dimensions over time. 
For this current research, the Food Consumption Score (FCS), the Coping Strategies 
Index (CSI) and the Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) are used in the 
measurement of food security. These indicators of food security can measure food 
security at both the individual and household level. However, the household has been 
chosen as the basic unit of measurement as members of the research area are 
organised into households (families) which mostly is the basic unit of the society. A 
description of these indicators has been provided in chapter 4 of this thesis. 
3.9 Determinants of household resilience to food insecurity 
In considering the household as a system and the basis for the measurement of 
resilience to food insecurity, it is important to understand what determines resilience 
to food insecurity at the household level. Alinovi et al. (2008; 2010), considered 
resilience to be multidimensional when estimating household resilience to food 
insecurity using micro-level data from Palestine and Kenya. They also considered 
resilience to be a latent variable and dependent on many other latent variables such 
as access to basic facilities, social safety nets, assets (both agricultural and non-
agricultural assets), income and food access, stability and adaptive capacity. The 
results from the Kenya study suggested that income and food access and the non-
agricultural asset holdings of households were the most important determinants of 
resilience to food insecurity (Alinovi et al., 2010). The Palestinian study also identified 
income, food access and access to public services as the most important determinants 




Relying on data from the Ethiopian micro-panel data, Mulat (2010) estimated resilience 
to food insecurity and used a panel fixed effect model to estimate the determinants of 
resilience. According to this study, the ownership of agricultural assets, particularly 
livestock (measured in TLU), the sex of the household head, area of land cultivated 
and household membership in a rotating credit group emerged as the most important 
determinants of household resilience to food insecurity. Investing in households to 
acquire livestock to boost their resilience was therefore recommended as an effective 
policy to ensuring households’ resilience to food insecurity. 
In a similar study in Nicaragua, Ciani and Romano (2011) used data from rural 
households hit by Hurricane Mitch to develop an estimation strategy for resilience to 
food insecurity. The estimation strategy developed was found to effectively predict the 
food security of households within the rural areas considered in their analysis. In 
addition, small scale farmers and agricultural wage farmers were considered to be the 
least resilient to food insecurity when compared to other livelihood groups considered 
in the analysis. Physical connectivity, household agricultural assets and household 
agricultural technology level were considered to be very important in determining 
resilience to food insecurity. The study, therefore, modified the multivariate estimation 
model proposed by Alinovi et al. (2010; 2008) by proposing the dropping of shocks as 
a predictor of resilience and the inclusion of the physical and economic connectivity of 
households, as well as household demographics, as predictors of the household 
resilience to food insecurity. 
D’Errico et al. (2018) also presented evidence on household resilience to food 
insecurity using data on Tanzania and Uganda from the World Bank Living Standards 
Measurement Studies Integrated Survey on Agriculture (LSMS-ISA). Adaptive 
capacity and social safety nets were identified as important factors determining 
household resilience to food insecurity. For these two determinants, correlation 
analysis suggested that: (1) education and the ratio of income earners to total 
household members were the most important variables; and (2) private transfers (e.g. 
remittances, in-kind support from relatives) were the most important variables for the 
social safety nets. Agricultural assets index, livestock (measured in TLU), distances to 
school and markets were other important variables that also contributed to the 




In addition, Boukary et al. (2016), assessed the factors affecting households’ resilience 
to food insecurity in Niger, and Dhraief et al. (2019), researched the livelihoods 
strategies and household resilience to food insecurity in rural Tunisia. Together, these 
two studies also provide some very useful insights on factors affecting household 
resilience to food insecurity. For example, Dhraief et al. (2019) found that the adaptive 
capacity of households played a very significant role in determining household 
resilience to food insecurity. Social safety nets, income and household food access 
were also found to have moderate impacts in determining households’ resilience to 
food insecurity (ibid). In the study of Boukary et al. (2016), assets and social safety 
nets were found to have significant and positive impacts on households’ resilience to 
food insecurity, while climate change and adaptive capacity were found to have 
negative and significant impacts. 
3.10 Social protection resilience nexus 
It is important to note from the previous discussion that social safety nets play an 
important role in resilience to food insecurity. D’Errico et al. (2018) suggests that 
private transfers, as an element of social safety net, was an important factor in 
determining the resilience of households to food insecurity. The studies of Dhraief et 
al. (2019) and Boukary et al. (2016) also highlight social safety nets as an important 
factor in determining a household’s resilience to food insecurity. Hence, in construing 
social safety nets to be a form of social protection, one might argue that social 
protection is itself an important determinant of a household’s resilience to food 
security. SCTs are particularly likely to be important factor, not only leading to direct 
impacts on resilience to food insecurity but through other dimensions indirectly 
affecting the resilience capacity of households. 
The impact pathways of cash transfers are an important component of resilience to 
food insecurity and can be viewed in several ways. In one strand, cash transfers may 
be viewed to assisting households in accessing food, therefore contributing to the 
accessibility dimension of food security. As discussed earlier, cash transfers also 
influence non-food consumption patterns as for example, in relation to children’s 
education, which has impacts in schooling outcomes, and health services utilisation 
(Daidone et al., 2015; Handa et al., 2018b; Kilburn et al., 2016; Picard et al., 2017; S. 




On the other strand, cash transfers contribute to the livelihood activities of households. 
For example, the acquisition of agricultural and non-agricultural assets falls within this 
category and are both determinants of resilience development in rural households. 
Rural households are also agrarian, and subsistence based. Most of these households 
rely on livestock assets to smooth consumption, especially during food insecure 
months. It is for this reason that some rural beneficiaries of cash transfer programmes 
use cash resources for purchasing livestock, as an alternative source of livelihood 
during periods of food insecurity 
3.11 Summary 
The chapter reviews literature on social protection, presenting concepts of welfare, 
human rights, social risk management and multiplier effects perspectives of social 
protection. It further reviews the literature on the forms of social protections, 
particularly concentrating on social assistance, social insurance and labour market 
protection as forms of social protection. A brief history of social cash transfers is 
presented. This chapter highlights the empirical justification for the implementation of 
SCT in SSA, noting the limitations it also presents. Considering the concepts and 
forms of social protection, one would expect social protection to play an enormous role 
in household food security. What we however see is the mixed impact of social 
protection on household food security. This thesis therefore advances that social 
protection can provide more than just social assistance or insurance to including 
resilience development. The concept of resilience is reviewed, and the notion of the 
social protection and resilience nexus explored. Based on the review of the literature 
and the empirical evidence presented, the next chapter concentrates on presenting 
the methods used in the rest of the research. The overview of the methodology and 
methods used in the empirical data collection for this research thus provided. 






 : Overview of case study methodology and data 
collection 
4.1 Description of case study, research approach and methods 
4.2 Introduction 
This chapter gives a description of the profile of Ghana and the local poverty and food 
insecurity characteristics that determined the study area of the Jirapa municipality, 
which is one of the municipalities with the poorest and most food insecure 
communities. A mixed-method methodology was adopted for this thesis. This chapter 
describes and justifies the quantitative and qualitative methods used to collect 
empirical data and the statistical and inductive approaches to analyse the data. 
The food security indicators adopted for the quantitative research are also described. 
Both qualitative and quantitative data was collected in the study area between March 
and June 2018. This period is the beginning of the farming season which is mostly 
associated with food insecurity. Hence, the research and the indicators adapted as 
proxies for food security adequately captures the household behaviours regarding 
access to food in periods of food insecurity and the dietary diversity of households. 
This could therefore account for low food security statuses since the data collection 
was done at a time of food insecurity. However, considering the indicators used, 
particularly the CSI and HFIAS which measures household behaviours or experiences 
with food insecurity, conducting the research at the period of food insecurity 
adequately captures food accessibility problems within the research area. 
4.3 Profile of the study area 
4.3.1 Country and regional profile 
Ghana is a country located in West Africa, which lies above the Equator in the Northern 
Hemisphere. It shares boundaries with Burkina Faso to the North, Togo to the East, 
Cote D’Ivoire to the West and the Atlantic Ocean in the South. Ghana has a population 
of about 30 million people and a total land area of 227,533 km2 (Ghana Statistical 
Service, 2015). Ghana’s economy is predominantly agrarian with agriculture playing 
an important role in its economic development (Al-Hassan and Diaox, 2007). Over 
60% of the population depend on agriculture for their livelihoods (ibid). Agriculture in 




smallholders. However, most smallholder farmers are unable to achieve an all year 
round food supply (Iddrisu et al,, 2018; Nkegbe et al., 2017), and are unable to meet 
the nutritional requirements for their household and are therefore, food insecure. 
Households’ abilities to grow enough food for their own consumption and to 
occasionally generate income, are largely determined by the various farm and non-
farm decisions that they make (Dzanku, 2019; Ragasa, Aberman et al., 2019). 
The Northern part of Ghana is mostly covered with the Guinea Savannah and has only 
one rainy season. The Southern part, which is predominantly covered by the Forest 
Savannah Transition, Semi-Deciduous Rainforest and High Rainforest, has two rainy 
seasons. 
As part of the decentralisation programme of Ghana, the country is divided into 16 
regions. The three Northern regions (Upper West, Upper East and Northern regions) 
located in Guinea Savannah ecological zone are predominantly poor with a poverty 
headcount8 of 69.4, 45.9 and 44.2% respectively (Table 4.1)(GSS, 2015; Nkegbe et 
al., 2017). Table 4.1 below gives the regional averages of the poverty head count and 
Gini co-efficient in Ghana. 








Upper West 702,110 688,328 69.4 49.7 477,631 
Upper East 1,046,545 1,034,688 45.9 57.6 474,818 
Northern 2,479,461 2,445,061 44.2 38.8 1,079,494 
Central 2,201,863 2,113,763 19.6 42.0 415,143 
Eastern 2,633,154 2,574,543 22.0 37.9 566,399 
Western 2,376,021 2,307,385 19.2 41.2 443,479 
Brong Ahafo 2,310,983 2,265,434 28.6 49.4 648,367 
Ashanti 4,780,380 4,671,948 13.6 37.3 636,787 
Volta 2,118,252 2,086,557 33.3 43.7 694,615 
Greater Accra 4,010,054 3,888,237 6.6 37.6 257,401 
 
8 Represents the proportion of population earning income below what is generally required to meet 
basic needs. It is also considered as the proportion of people that live below the poverty line. 
9 Population here refers to the head count of the people in all the regions of Ghana.  
10 Household population refers to the number of households in the region. It does not take into account 
the head count of people in the household. A household is defined by the Ghana Statistical Service as 
a group of people living together and sharing the same cooking arrangements. Since this survey 
instrument for this research was administered to households and not individuals, the household 




Table 4.1: Regional poverty and inequality estimates (Poverty line = GH₵1,314) 
Source: Ghana Statistical Service, (2015, 2014) 
 
The 2010 Population and Housing Census (PHC) conducted by the Ghana Statistical 
Service (GSS) identifies the three Northern regions as the poorest regions in Ghana 
(GSS, 2014). Additionally, these areas are also the most food insecure regions in 
Ghana as they have the highest incidence of malnourished and under-weight children. 
The Ghana Health Service (GHS) reports that three out of five children under five 
years are underweight in the three Northern regions (Ministry of Health of Ghana, 
2015). Furthermore, the area is predominantly reliant on smallholder subsistence 
farming11, where parcels of land as small as two hectares are cultivated. The Upper 
West region, which is the poorest of the three Northern regions, has been chosen for 
empirical study. This area was also selected because it has seasonal food insecurity 
problems and recent climatic changes have further endangered livelihood patterns. 
Taken together, these issues among many others, make the Upper West Region ideal 
for this research. Also, the researcher is acquainted with the language and tradition of 
the region which makes conducting research in the region feasible. 
The research was based in the north-western part of Ghana (Figures 4.1 and 4.2) 
which is in the Guinea Savannah ecological zone.  It is located in the Upper West 
Region of Ghana with a population of 702,110 people (GSS, 2014). According to the 
2010 Population and Housing Census (PHC), the Upper West region is least 
populated with a 2.8% share of the national population (ibid). It also has the highest 
percentage of rural dwellers in the country with 83.7% of its population living in the 
rural area. Figures 4.1 & 4.2 below, depict the study areas within the country. 
 
11 This, also known as “family farming”, in other parlance, it is a type of farming where a household 
cultivates food crops and rears animals for consumption. In times of bumper harvest any surplus is 





Figure 4.1: Map of Ghana showing the study region 
Source: DERS, UDS WA Campus (2013 
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4.3.2 Profile of the study area 
4.3.2.1 Location 
Jirapa is a municipality located at the North-Western corner of the Upper West region 
of Ghana. It is bordered to the North by the Lambussie-Karni District, to the West by 
Lawra Municipality, to the East by the Sissaala East Municipality and to the South by 
Nadowli District and Daffiama-Bussie-Issa District. The municipality lies approximately 
between latitudes 10.25° and 11.00° North and longitudes 20.25° and 20.40° West 
and has a land size of 1,188.6 km2, representing 6.4% of the regional land mass. It is 
located in the Guinea Savannah woodland with light undergrowth and two seasons – 
rainy and dry. Figure 4.2 above shows the location of Jirapa municipality in Ghana and 
Figure 4.3 shows the map of Jirapa and the various communities where data was 
collected. The Dagaaba are the main ethnic group that occupy most parts of the 
District. Jirapa is the major town and the capital of the municipality, located about 62 
km away from Wa. Hain and Sabuli are relatively large communities within the 
municipality. 
 
Figure 4.3: Map of study area indicating the research communities 




4.3.2.2 Topography and drainage 
There are no notable rivers and other water bodies within Jirapa except for some few 
dams on small rivers that act as tributaries to the River Volta during the rainy season. 
These minor water bodies include Kaaba in Ullo, Bakpong in Baazu, Telenbe in Tizza 
and Dazugri in Jirapa. Small scale dams and ponds in Jirapa Municipality can be 
located in Tizza, Ullo and Konzokala. These water bodies are almost always empty 
during the long dry season as a result of the drought and the frequent use by 
inhabitants for dry season gardening. The district is well drained without any history of 
flooding. 
The topography of the district is flat with a few mountains towards Konzokala in the 
West. There are also a few plateau surfaces and rocks between 1000 – 1150 feet near 
Yagha. A notable rock pattern which is a tourist site is the mushroom rocks at Wulling. 
Jirapa is low-lying with an average height of 300 meters above sea-level. 
4.3.2.3 Geology and soil 
The soil within the municipality offers limited fertility, making it difficult for a population 
who are predominantly agrarian to depend on only agriculture as a source of 
livelihood. Jirapa is covered with mainly sandy loam which is highly susceptible to 
sheet and gully erosion (Ghanadistricts.com, 2018). This factor further reduces the 
productive capability of the soil and represents a major drawback to farming in the 
area. Sandy loam, however, supports the cultivation of groundnuts which are 
commonly planted by farmers, especially women. Narrow strips of rich alluvial soil 
exist along the dry valleys and tributaries of the Black Volta River and are located near 
Somboro, Han, Tuggoh and Mwankuri. 
The flat plateaux and rocks found around Yagha to the West of Jirapa municipality 
hold large quantities of ground water and mineral deposits. Geological surveys 
conducted in 1998 suggest that this area contain some gold deposits. In fact, there is 
a growing trend of illegal mining of gold around Duori where some gold ores have been 
discovered and mined by small scale miners. Other explorations have been conducted 
by exploration companies in Yagha which have located gold ores within the rocks. 
4.3.2.4 Vegetation and climate 
Jirapa experiences a tropical continental climate, with an annual temperature ranging 




season. The rainy season occurs between April/May to October with an annual 
intensity of about 1000 – 1100mm. This is sometimes irregular and can lead to partial 
or total crop failure. The dry season (also known as Harmmattan) usually occurs 
between November and March. The prevailing winds during this period are the North-
East Trade winds which are usually dry, cold and dusty. There are intense heating and 
dry winds during the day, with cold and dark nights. This period is noted for common 
diseases such as Cerebrum-spinal Meningitis and certain respiratory diseases. 
In terms of vegetation, the district is covered by the Guinea Savannah woodland with 
light undergrowth. Common tree species include baobab, shea, neem, dawadawa and 
mahogany. Shea and dawadawa are economic trees and their fruits are usually picked 
by women and children. However, activities such as the burning of charcoal, 
indiscriminate felling of trees for fuel, bush fires, and bad farming methods have 
destroyed the natural vegetation. 
4.3.2.5 Population 
Jirapa district is the second most populous area in the Upper West region. According 
to the 2010 Population and Housing Census, the Jirapa municipal area has a 
population of 88,402 people, contributing 12.6% of the regional population of 702,110 
(GSS, 2014). The population of Jirapa comprises 53% females and 47% males. The 
total population of people living in urban areas is 14.4%, while the remainder (85.6%) 
live in the rural areas. It is estimated that the municipality includes about 13,911 
households. The average household size is 6.3 with children contributing a larger 
share of the household size. This is because the entire district has a youthful 
population (under 15 years) of about 42.8%. Catholicism (62.2%) is predominantly 
practiced in Jirapa. Other protestant Christians (charismatic) comprise 3.7%, Islam 
comprises 10.4%, and African Traditional Religion 18.8% (ibid). 
4.4 Poverty, livelihoods and food security 
The Southern part of Ghana is more advanced in terms of development partly because 
they first had contact with Colonial occupiers and also partly because of the vegetation 
and climate. Recognising this disparity in development, the British government left a 
fund to be used post-independence for the development of the Northern part of Ghana 
to breach the developmental gap. However, the objectives of this fund were not 
realised, and the difference in development has remained over time. The three 




poorest. According to the Ghana National Household Survey12 (GNHS), 56.59% of 
households in this region are extremely13 poor and 23.06% poor. Of these, 11.27% 
and 8.35% of households are extremely poor and poor respectively in the Jirapa 
Municipality.  
According to the Ghana poverty mapping conducted by the Ghana Statistical Service, 
the Upper West Region has the highest poverty index (70.7%) of all the regions in 
Ghana (GSS, 2015). In terms of district poverty mapping in the region, the Wa West 
district is the poorest with a poverty head count of 92.4. Wa East and Sissaala West 
also have relatively high poverty headcounts of 83.8 and 81.2 respectively. The study 
area (Jirapa Municipal Area) has a poverty head count of 71.4, which is not so different 
from the regional head count of 69.4. Though not the poorest in the district, the Jirapa 
municipal area is a good case study because of its position in the region. It is also 
relatively accessible and has a homogenous language that is easily understood. Table 













12 Data was obtained from the Ghana national Household Registry, a department under the Ministry of 
Gender, Children and Social Protection 
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688,328  69.4  0.0102  35.8  0.0087  22.5  0.0074  49.7  477,631  
Wa West  80,382  92.4  0.0140  59.0  0.0261  41.8  0.0266  42.2  74,297  
Wa 
Municipal  
102,264  35.5  0.0360  13.8  0.0179  7.3  0.0107  45.1  36,253  
Wa East  71,120  83.8  0.0264  46.1  0.0311  29.9  0.0273  41.5  59,577  
Sissala 
East  
55,764  47.3  0.0414  17.7  0.0219  8.9  0.0131  43.3  26,399  
Nadowli-
Kaleo  
60,808  68.5  0.0288  32.9  0.0213  19.6  0.0157  45.0  41,629  
Jirapa  87,308  71.4  0.0189  35.0  0.0181  21.0  0.0144  46.3  62,364  
Sissala 
West  
49,021  81.2  0.0294  44.8  0.0284  29.3  0.0237  43.3  39,790  
Lambussie 
Karni  
50,896  72.6  0.0319  36.2  0.0284  21.8  0.0222  47.5  36,971  
Lawra  53,753  73.5  0.0276  36.3  0.0249  21.9  0.0196  43.7  39,519  
Daffiama 
Bussie  
32,185  73.6  0.0239  37.5  0.0209  23.1  0.0171  45.0  23,698  
Nandom  44,827  73.7  0.0330  37.9  0.0320  23.5  0.0261  46.9  33,046  
 
Table 4.2: Poverty and inequality estimates of Upper West Region by District 
Source: Ghana Statistical Service, 2010 PHC and Ghana Living Standards Survey 6 
Most people in the Upper West region are smallholder farmers, cultivating farms of 
less than 2 acres. Most of these farmers practice family farming, where food harvested 
is a common pool resource for the entire family, and the surplus is sold in domestic 
markets. Large family sizes are regarded as a source of labour for family farms. Family 
farms are hindered by the irregular rain pattern, prolonged dry seasons, and pests and 
diseases which affect the productivity of farming households/families (Elliot & WFP, 
2012). This has rendered most of districts in the region food insecure with the 




The major economic activity of the Jirapa Municipality is agriculture. According to the 
2010 Population and Housing Census, about 70.8% of people in the municipality are 
engaged in the agricultural, forestry and fishery sectors, 16.2% in craft, 4.9% in 
services and sales and 4.2% engaged in a profession either as managers or 
technicians. Out of the total number of 13,911 households in the study area, 82.7% 
are engaged in agriculture as a major livelihood source. In rural areas, the percentage 
of households engaged in agriculture is 92.2%. In addition to crop farming, households 
within the research area are also engaged in animal rearing. The commonly reared 
animals include chickens, goats, pigs and sheep. 
The municipality, like the rest of the Northern sector, is dependent on the single rainy 
season for agricultural production. Major crops grown within Jirapa include maize, 
groundnuts, millet, beans and yam. In addition to these, most of the rural populations 
are also dependent on wild fruits and vegetables as a main source of sustenance, 
especially during the dry season. The land used for agriculture is relatively infertile 
because of the continuous cultivation by successive generations, soil leaching and 
erosion, irregular rain patterns and diseases and pests. Hence, there is increased 
agronomic reliance on farm inputs such as fertilisers, insecticides and improved crop 
varieties which are costly and not affordable to the rural poor. This is a major drawback 
to farmers and therefore restricts their livelihoods. Most households are therefore food 
insecure, because of the relatively poor agricultural productivity. 
4.5 Research approach and methodology 
4.5.1 Methodology 
This research is based on a mixed methods research methodology. Mixed methods 
combine both quantitative and qualitative sources of data to provide answers to 
research questions. This approach is viewed by some authors to be contrary to 
epistemological commitments, and therefore, not an accurate representation of a 
world view (Hughes, 1990, 11). However, Smith (1983) recognises that both methods 
have different epistemological implications and therefore, can be applied 
complementarily. Smith’s position challenges the assertion that research methods are 
embedded in fixed epistemological and ontological assumptions (Bryman and Bell, 
2011). Another school of thought, especially that put forward by Kuhn (1970) views 




cannot be mixed. However, Bryman and Bell (2011) argue that, there is no clear gap 
separating qualitative and quantitative research that identifies them as separate 
paradigms. Thus, qualitative and quantitative research overlap as there are 
commonalities between them (ibid). 
Bryman and Bell (2011) identify two opposing viewpoints on mixed methods as a 
research methodology. The first, which is based on epistemological considerations, 
uses Kuhn’s (1970) argument that quantitative and qualitative methods are separate 
paradigms that are incommensurable. Therefore, combining them is not only 
impossible but goes against epistemology and ontology. The second view, dubbed the 
‘technical version’ gives credence to the strengths and weaknesses of both methods 
in the way in which data are collected and analysed and argues in favour of their 
complementarity. The technical version therefore views quantitative and qualitative 
methods as being related through both ontological and epistemological assumptions. 
One is therefore able to use research methods from one method to interpret, design 
and give more meaning to the other. The technical version establishes the locus for 
mixed methods research and therefore establishes the rationale for this research 
methodology. As such, this study relies on this technical version to conduct mixed 
methods research. This methodology is aligned with a positivist view on ontology and 
epistemology as to how objective reality is established (Harre, 1972; Keat and Urry, 
1975) and that of interpretivists’ views of what construes reality in multiple and distinct 
dimensions (Bhaskar, 1975). 
The use of mixed methods, as an important and independent research methodology 
has increased since the 1990s and may become increasingly important in the future 
(Bryman, 2003).Two distinguishable forms of mixed-methods research strategy 
(priority and sequence) have been  suggested by Morgan (1998b, 2014), where the 
‘priority’ mixed methods research relates to the method (qualitative or quantitative) 
adopted as the principal tool for data collection, and the ‘sequence’ refers to which 
method is used first (ibid). Based on these two distinctions, several researchers 
(Creswell and Plano Clark, 2011; Plano Clark et al, 2013; Bryman and Bell, 2011) 
have proposed different mixed method designs. However, the mixed-method designs 
suggested by Creswell and Plano Clark (2011) have probably heavily influenced other 
designs. 
Creswell and Plano Clark (2011) suggested six distinct yet interconnected types of 




note that an important element when deciding which type of design to adopt depends 
on the researcher, and the purpose of the research. For instance, a researcher may 
be interested in the life experiences of a group of people regarding a particular 
phenomenon whilst at the same time seeking to estimate how much of the population 
is affected by, or the population’s susceptibility, to the phenomenon. Approaching this 
from a mixed methods perspective, one will first want to identify the purpose of the 
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Table 4.3: Types of mixed-method research designs 




4.5.2 Justification of methodology 
Mixed-methods research brings more rigour into research in several ways. First, it 
enables researchers to use one tool (qualitative or quantitative) to inform a more 
thorough and in-depth study using the other. Second, it allows researchers to use a 
particular tool to fill the gaps or shortcomings of the other, aligning with the school of 
thought which suggests that these methods (qualitative and quantitative) are 
complementary. Third, mixed methods research provides a good way of exploring 
different aspects of a phenomenon. Such is the essence of the embedded approach 
which tries to enhance one approach by using a separate method to investigate 
research questions. 
This thesis adopts a mixed methods methodology in order to combine qualitative and 
quantitative sources of data to answer the research questions posed by the study. The 
nature of the data required to effectively address these research questions has 
significantly influenced the choice of method. For instance, identification of how 
beneficiaries of the LEAP programme use their cash resources might be done through 
household expenditure data. Capturing such data is, however, difficult, expensive and 
time consuming. The World Bank Living Standards Survey, which tries to capture 
some of these data, requires enumerators to stay in communities to record household 
expenditure behaviours for a month with subsequent follow-up enquiries. As an 
alternative approach, focus groups or in-depth interviews with participants can 
adequately and qualitatively capture expenditure made by individuals or households. 
4.5.3 Research design 
This research is based on the convergent parallel and embedded designs of the mixed 
method research approach. This approach was adopted as some elements of the 
research objectives could not adequately be addressed by using only one method of 
data collection. Equal priority from the convergent parallel design is adopted for both 
quantitative and qualitative data collection and analysis. The sequential approach to 
data collection of the embedded model was adopted. Qualitative data was collected 
first and played a role in the design and restructuring of the survey instruments 
administered during quantitative data collection. Equal priority was also given to both 




4.5.4 Sources and types of data 
The research relied on both primary and secondary sources of data. To begin with, a 
systematic overview of reviews was conducted to identify, assess and evaluate the 
evidence base of the various interventions around food security. Second, the research 
employed both qualitative and quantitative methodologies in separate studies. For 
qualitative research, the study used interview guides and for quantitative research, a 
survey instrument. The data collection was thus divided into two phases: qualitative 
and quantitative. The qualitative phase informed and facilitated the design of survey 
questions for the quantitative phase (see Table 4.4). 
4.5.5 Sample Design 
4.5.5.1 Selection of research communities 
The Local Government Act of Ghana establishes the administrative structure of the 
country. Ghana practices a decentralised form of government where the country is 
divided into regions, metropolises, municipalities, districts, zones, town and area 
councils and unit committees. Government institutions are thus run at local levels 
(regional, metropolis, municipality and district levels). At the bottom of this structure 
are the zonal, town and area councils. The study area has eight town and area councils 
that make up the Jirapa Municipality. The selection of the research communities was 
done in a manner that represented all eight councils (see Table 4.4). 
For the selection of the research communities, a purposive sampling design was 
adopted. A meeting was held with a cross section of the Municipal LEAP 
Implementation Committee (MLIC). The MLIC is responsible for advising the Social 
Welfare Department on the implementation of the LEAP programme in the district. The 
committee is made up of the Municipal Chief Executive (MCE), Municipal Coordinating 
Director, Municipal Social Welfare Officer (MSWO), Municipal Planning Officer and 
representatives from the various decentralised organisations: Municipal Education 
Office, Municipal Health Service, and the Municipal Officer of the Ministry of Food and 
Agriculture. The meeting provided a background on all of the communities within the 
study area on topics such health, water, education, and agriculture. The outcome of 
this meeting was the selection of 10 communities within which the study was to be 
based. This was also done using the community poverty map. Table 4.4 below and 




4.5.5.2 Sample design for interviews 
In-depth interviews were conducted with both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of 
the LEAP programme. Beneficiaries of LEAP were randomly selected using the 
database provided by the Municipal Social Welfare Department. For non-beneficiaries, 
the study relied on the beneficiary selection criteria (OVC, aged, disabled and the 
chronically sick) used by the LEAP project to identify and interview equally vulnerable 
and needy individuals who were not included in the programme. This was based on 
snowball sampling. In all, four people were interviewed in each research community 
visited. This comprised two beneficiaries and two non-beneficiaries of the LEAP 
programme. Some Community LEAP Implementation Committee (CLIC) members 
were interviewed based on their availability. CLIC members are the community focal 
persons in charge of mobilising beneficiaries for LEAP activities. Table 4.4 shows the 








Interviews with Beneficiaries and Non-beneficiaries of LEAP 
Nyanvaare Pilot - 1 Pilot 
Nimbare Tizza 218 4 Georgina 
Nambeg Jirapa 472 5 Hon. James 
Tuggoh Tuggoh 526 4 Naa Tamba II 
Hain Hain 208 4 Nafisah 
Duori Duori 841 4 Sebastian 
Saawie Gbare 119 4 Fidelis 
Sabuli Sabuli 460 4 Vincent 
Tampaala Gbare 378 4 Titus 
Ul-Kpong Ullo 209 4 Hon. Mathew 
Ul-Gozu Ullo 159 4 Hon. Mathew 
Interviews with CLIC Members 
Duori Duori NA 1 Mr. Sebastian 
Tampaala Gbare NA 1 Mr. Titus 
Ul-Kpong Ullo NA 1 Hon. Mathew 
Sabuli Sabuli NA 1 Mr. Vitus 
Interviews with Staff of SWD 
Mr. Anacestus N’eebo Dafiama-Busei-Issa 1 Francis 
Mr. Yahaya JMA 1 Francis 
Mr. Vitus JMA 1 Francis 
 
Table 4.4: List of communities and in-depth interviews conducted 
Source: Field work, April 2018 
4.5.5.3 Sample estimation for survey 
Resource and time constraints usually prevent the study of a whole population hence 




results to be generalised to the larger population. The statistics literature suggests that 
a minimum sample size of at least 30 cases is required for statistical analysis 
(Tabacnick and Fidell, 2001; Overton and van Diermen, 2003). Data should be 
collected in a manner that gives each unit of the population an equal probability of 
being sampled (Bryman and Bell, 2011). 
In determining a sample for a population, the purpose of the study as well as the 
characteristics of the population are important factors to consider. Additionally, the 
level of precision or margin of error, confidence or alpha level and the degree of 
variability of the variables of interest are also important factors to consider (Cochran, 
1963:75; Miaoulis and Michnener, 1976). The commonly used alpha levels in most 
social science research are 0.01, 0.05 or 0.10. 
The study area has a household population of about 13,911 households (GSS, 2015). 
Since the administration of the survey questionnaire was focused on households, it 
was important to use the entire number of households in the study area as the sample 
population. This study adopted an alpha level of 0.05. Relying on the sample size 
formula of Yamane (1967:886) and Israel (2009), the sample size of the target 
population was calculated. Yamane (1967) proposes the sample size formula below 
for a given sample population: 
 
  n = N / (1 + N(e)2)        (1) 
 
where n is the sample size, N, the sample population and e is the alpha level. Using 
this formula as suggested by Yamane and Israel, the sample size is calculated as 
follows; 
 
  n = 13911/ (1 + 13911(.05)2) 





Since 389 was the minimum required number households for the sample, the sampling 
design added an additional 316 households to account for possible non-response, 
making a total of 715 households. However, the main purpose of the study was to 
evaluate the impact of LEAP on beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries. To this end, 
survey questionnaires were randomly administered to both beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries of the LEAP programme. This helped to ensure that respondents were 
selected from different sections within the community, reflecting the social class and 
settlement patterns within communities. 
4.6 Methods of data collection 
4.6.1 Systematic overview of reviews 
Systematic reviews14 evaluate the evidence base of a phenomenon to suggest best 
practices for policy makers. This research used this approach to identify the evidence 
base for food insecurity interventions in developing countries, particularly SSA. By 
evaluating the evidence base of food security interventions, we can identify research 
gaps. This thesis used systematic review methodology to identify the mixed results of 
the impact of SCT interventions. This used only secondary data in the form of 
published reviews – systematic and unsystematic. 
4.6.2 Qualitative data15 
In order to explore the extent and impact of the LEAP programme on households’ food 
security, the research adopted qualitative data collection methodology as described 
earlier. This is to enable a full understanding of the concepts and workings of the 
programme in the study area and to investigate the experiences and phenomena of 
the LEAP programme since its inception in 2008. The use of qualitative methods (in-
depth interviews) enabled new insights to be obtained regarding the impacts of the 
programme, as well as the experiences of the community since its inception. The 
findings and conclusions drawn from this phase provided some of the inputs into the 
development of the survey. 
 
14 See chapter 2 and appendices for details of the approach and methods for conducting a systematic 
review of reviews. 
15 This section gives a broad overview of the procedure followed in conducting the in-depth interviews 
with participants. However, the methods section of Chapter 7 contains a detailed description of coding 




The in-depth interviews traced the expenses of households which did or did not 
receive cash transfers and enabled assessment of where most cash expenses in 
households were made. Thus, the use of focus group discussions would not have 
created a conducive atmosphere for participants to relay their views and experiences. 
Group dynamics and normative customs pertaining to the study communities would 
have prevented participants from actively participating in discussions. Instead, in-
depth interviews are more suitable as the chances of participants holding back 
information are low (Perlow, 1997). 
4.6.2.1 Validation and Piloting of the Interview Guide 
Before beginning with in-depth interviews, the interview guide was validated and 
piloted in a nearby community. The study used a professional interpreter who verbally 
translated the questions into the local language (Dagaare). Key phrases were 
translated and ambiguities in questions addressed by rephrasing them. The interview 
guide was piloted in a nearby community (Nyanvaare). Issues emanating from the pilot 
interview included: (1) translation of catchphrases; (2) food insecure periods of the 
community; and (3) the existence of chronic food insecurity in the municipality. In 
addressing these issues, catchphrases were properly translated and more attention 
was given to understanding the food relations among individuals and households. 
4.6.2.2 Approach 
The first phase of the field work commenced with the qualitative data collection and 
analysis. This made use of the systematic process developed by Glaser and Strauss 
(1967). Here, in-depth interviews were held with beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries 
of the LEAP programme in the research communities. To qualify as a beneficiary for 
LEAP, the beneficiary must either: (1) be elderly (>65 yrs.); (2) be an orphaned child; 
(3) have a form of disability which makes it impossible for him/her to work; or (4) have 
a form of chronic illness which makes them unable to work. Carers of orphaned 
children who are beneficiaries of LEAP were also interviewed. Additionally, in 
instances where people with disabilities, chronic illness and/or are aged are unable to 
act on their own, then their legal carers, who are usually members of their households 
and generally recognised by the community as such, were interviewed. 
Initial interview questions were broad and were subsequently narrowed down using 




documented and noted. In terms of documentation, the consent of the interviewees 
was sought, and interviews were recorded using an audio recorder. Field notes and 
memos, especially on issues of interest, were documented. A retrospective 
background on lifestyle and food security of the household prior to the introduction of 
LEAP often served as the starting point for discussions. 
Three groups of people were interviewed in each of the communities. These were 
LEAP beneficiaries, non-beneficiaries and CLIC members. Two groups of 
beneficiaries of the LEAP programme were interviewed: beneficiaries who were 
receiving the transfers on their own; and non-beneficiaries (carers) who were receiving 
transfers on behalf of a beneficiary. 
Appropriate community entry protocols were developed and adhered to depending on 
the customs of the community. The study made use of the CLIC members and 
Assembly members of the various communities as key contacts. In the absence of 
these people, the study made use of key opinion leaders in the communities. This 
included contacting people who had in-depth knowledge of the various communities 
and then using them as ‘gate-keepers’. While the chief, or the head of the community, 
will be the main entry point to each community, the household head in each individual 
household is the entry point for households. In cases where the beneficiaries are not 
the head of the household, then the head of the household would still be the main 
entry point, and the consent of the household head was sought before beneficiaries 
were interviewed. 
In order to conduct in-depth interviews, the researcher employed the following 
approaches:  
- Community entry – The researcher followed the customary protocols of 
community entry. This involved meeting the chief or ‘tendaana’ (landowner) to 
explain the purpose of the research. In the proper traditional observances 
common to the study area, one does not visit a community leader without a 
token. Hence, being aware of this socio-cultural practice, the researcher 
endeavoured to present a token as part of the community entry protocols.  
- Household entry – Custom demands that one seeks permission from a 




aware of this, the research team always sought to meet the household head to 
seek for his/her consent to interview any potential respondent in the household.  
- Interviewing – The researcher endeavoured to use all pleasantries that are 
ethical during and after interview with respondents. This is not only limited to 
the interview process, but during and after the research. Interviews were 
conducted in the local language and recorded using audio devices with the 
consent of the interviewee. 
Four interviews were conducted in each of the 10 communities selected. Additionally, 
four interviews were conducted with CLIC members in four communities and three 
interviews with staff of the Social Welfare Department. One pilot interview was 
conducted and one additional interview with a LEAP beneficiary in Nambeg. Three 
interviews were conducted with organisational heads in Accra. One interview was 
conducted with a national management staff member of the LEAP programme and two 
interviews with national staff of the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). 
In all, 51 interviews were conducted during the qualitative data collection. 
4.6.3 Quantitative data 
In order to estimate the impact of the LEAP programme on a household’s food security 
and resilience to food insecurity, the study conducted a survey using a structured 
questionnaire. The survey instrument gathered information relating to household 
demographics, income and expenditure, consumption, and other important data 
necessary for the research. 
In collecting data for estimating food security status, the study relied on the Household 
Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) developed by Coates et al. (2007); the Food 
Consumption Score (FCS) that was developed by the World Food Programme (2008) 
and the Coping Strategies Index (CSI) developed by Maxwell and Daniel (2008). 
These three methods were used to determine the food security status of both LEAP 
and non-LEAP beneficiaries. 
For estimating resilience to food insecurity, data was collected that relates to key 
parameters as suggested by Alinovi et al, (2008) and Alinovi & Romano (2010) and 
the resilience index approach propounded by the Resilience Index Measurement and 




end, data was collected on the following: income and income generating activities; 
access to basic services; access to infrastructure and technology; productive and non-
productive assets; formal an informal safety nets; social networks; and shocks/risks. 
Table 4.5 below shows the various determinants (latent variables) of resilience and 
their descriptions. 
4.6.4 Description of key variables 
A questionnaire was developed and administered to households within the study area. 
A total of 715 questionnaires were randomly administered to both beneficiary and non-
beneficiary households. This is made up of 316 beneficiaries of the LEAP programme 
and 319 non-beneficiaries of the programme. The questionnaire was divided into 
sections and administered through an offline mobile application device called 
SurveyCTO. The questionnaire collected quantitative data focused on estimating 
household determinants to food security and data on household resilience capacity 
and other socio-economic and demographic data of households. A sample of the 
questionnaire is attached in appendix X. 
4.6.4.1 Socio-economic and demographic data 
Data collected on this section include administering a household roster. Questions 
contained in this household roster are age of household head and other household 
members, sex of household head other household members, level of education of 
household head and other household members, employment status of household 
members, amount of income received from work from household members. In addition 
to the household roster, the main occupation of the household and number of income 
sources available to the household were also asked. The household roster contains a 
lot of information that can be disaggregated to other variables. For instance, the 
household size and dependency ratio were estimated from the household roster. 
4.6.4.2 Estimating determinants of household food security 
In estimating the determinants of household food security, a number of predictor 
variables were identified from the review of the literature as important factors affecting 
household food security. These are hypothesised to affect household food security by 
reducing or increasing household food security.  
Assets: Assets of a household in rural settings are very important in times of food 




asked regarding household ownership of agricultural assets such as livestock, farm 
sizes, and farm machinery ownership. For non-agricultural assets, questions were 
asked relating to the ownership a house and some household effects such as a 
television, radio, bicycle, among others. From the livestock assets available to the 
household, the tropical livestock units (the relative importance/weights of livestock in 
the tropics) was estimated.  This followed the methodology established by the 
International Livestock Research Institute (ILRI). This methodology gives different 
weights to types of livestock based on the relative importance and value to the region 
or country. Thus, weights for the various categories of livestock captured within the 
study. Area for this thesis include the following: cattle (0.7), sheep (0.1), goats (0.1), 
pigs (0.1), donkeys (0.5), camels (1.0) horses (0.8) and chickens (0.01). These 
weights are multiplied with the number of animals owned a household in any of the 
aforementioned wight groups and the product summed to establish the TLU. 
Income and food consumption expenditures: Questions were also asked regarding the 
income and expenditures of households. This include the number of income sources 
available to the household and the household expenditure patterns. From the 
expenditure patterns of the household, the food ratio, which is the proportion of total 
household income spend on food was estimated. 
Livestock pests and diseases: The interview had established the vital role that 
livestock play in augmenting livelihoods of households in the study area. Livestock 
assets are sold by households and the proceeds used in the purchases of food. During 
the peak food. Insecurity months of the year. Yet, interviews. Results indicate that, 
there are the prevalence of livestock pests and. diseases in the study area. This thesis 
captures this as a shock, which affects the food systems of households. Questions. 
Were asked regarding self-reported shocks of the household over the past 12 months 
leading to the administration of the questionnaire. 
Table 4.5 below describes the variables used in the estimation strategy for the 






Name of variable Description of variable 
Hypothesised 
association with 
food security (+/-) 
Dependent Variables 
FCS Food consumption score – higher values stand 
for food security and vice versa (Continuous)   
CSI Coping strategies index – lower values stand for 
food security and vice versa (Continuous)   
Predictor Variables (Determinants of Household Food Security) 
Sex Sex or gender of household head 
(Dummy:1=male, 0=female) +/- 
DPR Dependency ratio of household (Continuous) - 
HHSize Square of the household size (Continuous) +/- 
HHSize_Sq Household size (Continuous) +/- 
LEDU Level of education of household members 
(Dummy:1=literate, 0=illiterate) + 
TLU Tropical livestock units (Continuous) + 
log_income The natural log of the total income of household 
members (Continuous) + 
MOCC Main occupation of the household (Dummy: 
1=agriculture, 0=otherwise) + 
Older Age category of the household head (Dummy: 
1=Older (age≥60), 0 = otherwise) - 
FSIZE Farm size of household (including farmlands not 
cultivated in the previous season) (Continuous) + 
FOODR Food ratio (proportion of household total income 
spent on food) (Continuous) + 
BS Beneficiary status of the household in the LEAP 
programme (Dummy: 1=LEAP, 0=non-LEAP) + 
NIS Number of income sources available to the 
household (Continuous) + 
LSPD Self-reported shock occurrence of livestock pests 
and diseases (Dummy: 1=yes, 0=no) - 
 
Table 4.5: Description of variables used in estimating determinants of household food 
security 
4.7 Estimating household resilience to food insecurity 
In estimating the resilience capacity index of households, a series of questions were 
asked to gather data that will facilitate estimation. From, the literature, a series of 
resilience dimensions has been identified as key in increasing the resilience capacities 
of rural households. Therefore, data was collected in respect of these resilience 
dimensions. It is important to note that some of the variables used in the estimation of 
the determinants of household food security were again used in the estimation of 
resilience capacity. The description of key variables used in the estimation of resilience 
capacity of households are described below: 
Assets: this refers. To agricultural and non-agricultural assets of the household. Table 




resilience dimensions. Asset ownership is an important contributor to resilience 
capacities as most households within the rural setting often depend on assets in times 
of food insecurity. 
Access to basic services: Households access to certain basic services is a 
precondition of resilience. Therefore, questions relating to access to schools, health 
centre/clinics, markets, potable water, all-weather roads among others were asked. 
The distances to these facilities were used. Therefore, all variables were in the 
continuous form. 
Social capital: Social capital as used in this thesis refers to household connections 
with other households or groups within the study communities. Connections could be 
familial or through other mediums such as household members in certain groups (e.g. 
women’s’ group, farmers’ group, water users’ group etc.) within the community. Social 
capital contributes to the resilience capacities of households through familial, 
communal or group support in times of food insecurity or hunger. 
Adaptive capacity: Adaptive capacity, according to Frankenberger et al. (2012) is “the 
ability of households or communities to cope with and adapt to shocks or stresses”. Questions 
were asked relating to activities or the capabilities of household to cope or withstand shocks 
within their food system. Questions like education attainment of members of the household, 
employment ratio, number of income sources, food ratio among other were asked. 
Agricultural input and technology level of household: The state of technology usage in a 
predominantly rural and agrarian community will have some impact on resilience capacities. 
Therefore, questions. Were asked regarding the household use of technology and other 
agricultural inputs. These were mostly dummy related questions (1=household use of a 
particular technology or input within the last 12 months; 0=household have not used 
agriculture technology or input within the last 12 months). 
Social safety net: The study is interested to know the impact of the LEAP programme in 
creating household resilience to food insecurity. Therefore, the amount of LEAP transfers 





Other variables used in the regression analysis to explore the role of resilience in 
household food security include self-reported dummy shock variables. Respondents 
to the questionnaire were therefore asked questions concerning the occurrence of a 
particular type of shock within the past 12 months leading to the administration of the 
questionnaire. These used are could be natural or man-made, ex ante or ex post and 
mostly reduces or further exposes household to food insecurity. Table 4.6 describes 
the key variables of the resilience dimensions and Table 4.7 describes the key 
determinants of resilience to food insecurity. 
Key variables used in the estimation of resilience dimensions 
Name of variable Description of variable 
Access to basic services (ABS) 
Distance to nearest primary school (DPS) Continuous 
Distance to nearest potable water (DPW) Continuous 
Distance to nearest all-weather road (DAWR) Continuous 
Distance to nearest health centre (DHC) Continuous 
Distance to nearest market (DMKT) Continuous 
Distance to nearest financial institution (DFINI) Continuous 
House building material (HBM) Dummy 
Availability of Kitchen in household (AKIT) Dummy 
Availability of Electricity (AELE) Dummy 
Availability of Separate Livestock Acc (LSACC) Dummy 
Access to telecommunication (ATEL) Dummy 
Assets (AST) 
Farm size cultivated (FSIZE) Continuous 
Value of livestock by TLU (TLU) Continuous 
Number of rooms in household (NROOM) Continuous 
Household ownership of a hoe (HOE) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a cutlass (CUTL) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a plough (PLG) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a cart (CART) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a tractor (TRA) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a television (TV) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a radio (RAD) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a computer (COMP) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of an electric cooker (ECO) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of an iron (IRON) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 




Household ownership of a motorcycle (MCYCLE) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a bicycle (BCYCLE) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a car (CAR) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a phone (PHONE) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a satellite dish (SDISH) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a house (HSE) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a shop (SHOP) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Adaptive capacity (AC) 
Education attainment of household (EDUA) Continuous 
Household employment ratio (EMPR) Ratio 
Number of income sources to household (NIS) Continuous 
Number of different types of crops cultivated (NTC) Continuous 
Coping strategies Index of household (CSI) Continuous 
Food ratio of household (FOODR) Ratio 
Social capital (SC) 
Household participation in a farmer’s group (FGRP) Dummy 
Household participation in a labour sharing (LSHA) Dummy 
Household participation in a religious group (RGRP) Dummy 
Household participation in marketing cooperative (MCO) Dummy 
Household participation in micro credit or saving scheme 
(MCRE) 
Dummy 
Household participation in women’s group (WGRP) Dummy 
Household participation in funeral cost sharing (FCSHA) Dummy 
Household participation in water users’ group (WUGRP) Dummy 
Household participation in youth group (YGRP) Dummy 
Agricultural input and technology level of household (AITL) 
Household use of organic fertiliser (ORG) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household use of inorganic fertiliser (INORG)  Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household use of veterinary services (VETS) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household use of artificial insemination (INSEM) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household use of improved seeds (IMPS) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household use of agricultural extension services (EXTS) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household use of pesticides and herbicides (PESTWE) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Social safety net (SSN) 
Amount of LEAP transfer received by household. Continuous 
Self-reported Shocks16 dummies 




16 Not used in the estimation of resilience capacity index but used in other regressions to show the 




Agricultural Pests and Diseases (APD) Dummy 
Livestock Pests and Diseases (LSPD) Dummy 
Occurrence of Flood (FLOOD) Dummy 
Theft of agricultural and non-agricultural assets (THEFT) Dummy 
Chronic illness of a household member (ILLNESS) Dummy 
Death of the breadwinner or family member (DEATH) Dummy 
Post-harvest losses (PHL) Dummy 
 
Table 4.6: Description of variables used in the estimation of resilience dimensions 






1 Access to Basic Services 
(ABS) 
This shows households’ access to basic services 
in the community such as clinics, hospitals, 
schools, toilets, clean water among others 
- 
2 Agricultural Assets (AA) This includes land, livestock, farm implements, 
tree plantations. These constitute the main 
livelihood assets that rural households often 
depend on. 
+ 
3 Non-Agricultural Assets 
(NAA) 
Durable assets such as houses, vehicles, 
bicycles, motorbikes, TV, radio, carts among 
others that are used for day-to-to activities. These 
assets can be exchanged in times of crisis. 
- 
4 Household Agricultural 
Input and Technology 
Level (AITL) 
Farming activities that include the use of 
fertilisers, artificial insemination, pesticides, new 
agricultural practices and equipment fall under 
this category. 
- 
5 Social Safety Nets (SSN) This includes assistance from the government, 
NGOs, relatives and friends. For the purposes of 
this research, LEAP is a form of social safety net. 
This helps mitigate the hardships of a household 
when hit with a shock. 
+ 
6 Adaptive Capacity (AC) This shows the ability of a household to adapt to 
new changes in their food systems and develop 
new sources of livelihood. It also includes the 
ability to transform to a new food system. e.g. 
having livestock can serve as a source of income 
and food when bad weather affects crop 
production in a season; this decreases the effect 
of the shock. 
+ 
7 Shocks This refers to occurrences that tend to strain 
household food systems. They include sickness, 
death of a breadwinner, theft, drought, bush fires, 
price increases in stable foods, pests and 
diseases, flood etc. 
_ 
8 Social Capital (SC) Refers to households’ participation in communal 
activities and associations e.g. participation in 
Susu, farmers’ association, women association, 
cooperatives among many others. 
+ 
 




Source: Authors construct (August 2018) 
4.7.1.1 Approach 
The survey questionnaire was prepared in English and administered in the local 
language (Dagaare). Before commencing the field work, enumerators were trained on 
how to interpret and administer survey questionnaires. During this training, a 
professional interpreter was employed to facilitate the interpretation of questions into 
the local language. An audio translation of the questionnaire was done in ‘Dagaare’ 
and enumerators made to translate the audio questionnaire back into English. 
Transcripts were then compared with the original questionnaire and changes and 
misconceptions addressed. During the training process, enumerators practiced the 
administration of the survey instrument, with the researcher and the translator 
assessing their fluency as well as their skills in administering survey questionnaires. 
A pilot study was conducted in a nearby community (Moyiri) as part of the training. 
Difficulties emanating from the pilot study with regards to interpretation were 
addressed by the interpreter and the researcher. Questions were rephrased, 
misconceptions addressed, and more options added after the piloting of the survey 
instrument. 
The survey was uploaded onto ‘SurveyCTO17’ and administered via its off-line app 
using mobile phones and tablets. Responses entered in mobile phones and tablets 
were then uploaded unto the main SurveyCTO account once the researcher had 
internet access. The survey questionnaires were administered to both beneficiary and 
non-beneficiary households within the study area. Household heads were the main 
respondents to the survey questions. Questionnaires administered via SurveyCTO 
can be easily downloaded into excel and/or CSV files avoiding the rigorous process of 
data entry. 
4.7.1.2 Administering the survey 
Questionnaires were randomly administered in the various communities selected for 
the research. The aim of the researcher was to administer 60 questionnaires in each 
of the 10 communities. There were, however, situations where more or less of the 
 
17 This is an offline data collection medium where surveys are uploaded and downloaded unto tablets 





target was administered in the communities. This covered both beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries of the LEAP programme. 
4.8 Methods of data analysis 
Both qualitative and quantitative data were collected for analysis. Qualitative18 data 
were transcribed and coded into Nvivo where emerging themes were analysed 
thematically. A qualitative interpretive approach was employed in analysing qualitative 
data. Quantitative data were analysed using descriptive statistics (multivariate, 
univariate, bivariate analysis and statistical significance). Frequency tables, measures 
of central tendency and dispersion were used in univariate analysis. In bivariate 
analysis, relations between variables were established using correlations, chi-square 
and t-tests to establish associations between variables on household food security 
status. In estimating the determinants of household food security, linear regression19 
techniques, particularly Instrumental Variable and Endogenous regression techniques 
were used. Structural equation modelling (SEM) 20  was used in estimating 
determinants of households’ resilience to food security. Analysis was done using 
STATA 15 and 16. The procedures for estimating household food security and 
resilience to food insecurity are described below. 
4.8.1 Measuring Household Food Security 
Quantitative data for measuring household food security status were derived from both 
the qualitative and quantitative phases of the research. The study made use of three 
indicators to measure household food security status. These indicators are the Food 
Consumption Score (FCS), Coping Strategies Index (CSI) and the Household Food 
Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS). The description of and methods for estimating these 
indicators are described below. While the aspects FCS score measures dietary 
diversity and quality of food, the CSI and HFIAS measures access to food, which is 
construed to be good proxies for measuring food security in developing countries. All 
data collected for these indicatorsn were at the household level and not the individual 
level. The hosuehold was the basic unit of measurement since food is sourced, 
prepared and consumed within a household and not by individuals. Besides the 
proxies for measuring food security which this study adopts were designed to measure 
 
18 See detailed methods of analysis in chapter 7 
19 See details in the methods section in chapter 5 




food security at the household level. These indicators do not measure nutrition status 
but are very good proxies measuring food access (CSI and HFIAS) and dietary 
diversity and food quality (FCS). 
4.8.1.1 Food Consumption Score (FCS) 
According to the World Food Programme (WFP), “food consumption score is a score 
calculated using the frequency of consumption of different food groups consumed by 
a household during the 7 days before the survey” (WFP, 2008, p. 8). This indicator 
was developed by the WFP in 1996 to measure the dietary diversity, food frequency 
and relative nutritional value of food consumed. Household level data on food group 
consumption and frequency of consumption was collected during the survey. Various 
weights are then assigned to these food groups based on the relative nutritional value 
of the food groups. For instance, food groups that contain high protein (animal 
products) are given higher weights than others (e.g. tubers). Households are then 
categorised into three groups of poor, borderline and acceptable food consumption. 
A food consumption questionnaire is first administered to households. This 
questionnaire covers 9 food groups (staples, pulses, vegetables, fruits, meat and fish, 
milk, sugar, oil and condiments). The frequency of consumption of each food group 
during the previous 7-day period is summed and then multiplied by the various weights 
assigned to the food groups. These weights according to WFP (2008) are: staples (2); 
pulses (3); vegetables (1); fruits (1); meat and fish (4); milk (4); sugar (0.5); oil (0.5); 
and condiments (0). The new weights generated are then summed creating the food 
consumption score for the households. There are different thresholds which 
determines whether a household has a poor, borderline or an acceptable food 
consumption score. This should be assessed based on the frequency of the scores 
and knowledge of the food consumption behaviour of the region or population under 
consideration. To this end, there are two thresholds depending on the frequency of 
consumption of oil and sugars by the population (WFP, 2008). The threshold of 21 and 
35 is used if the consumption of sugar and oil is proportional to other food categories. 
If not, then the threshold of 28 and 42 is used (WFP, 2008). 
This indicator is appropriate in determining households’ food security during a given 
period of time. Hence, it can be used to track the cyclical changes in households’ food 




of a given population during the peak and off-peak farming seasons. It is again a useful 
measure in comparing the food security status of different locations and could be an 
effective tool in food and nutrition security project monitoring and evaluation. However, 
this indicator falls short as an effective measure in food security analysis because of 
the subjectivity of the weights assigned. According to Weismann et al. (2009), these 
weights have no impact on an increase in the caloric intake of the population and the 
weights themselves are not based on the nutritional metrics of the food groups. 
4.8.1.2 Coping strategy index (CSI) 
In the face of inability to access food, Davies (1996) observed a long-standing 
anthropological tradition (coping strategies) that people resort to. This tradition reflects 
the behavioural changes in an attempt to adjust to the new normal (prevailing 
conditions). The CSI is an indicator that attempts to measure the food security status 
of households, considering the household behaviour when confronted with food 
insecurity. This was first developed by the WFP using Ghana, Kenya and Uganda as 
case studies and has now been adopted to other developing regions around the world. 
CSI records the various behaviours that individuals or households adopt in times of 
difficulties in their food system. These behaviours can be construed as a proxy for 
households’ food insecurity within a particular locality. It is a simple measure to use as 
it asks straightforward questions which are easily understood by respondents. It is 
mostly used when the need arises to assess the food security status of a group within 
a short period of time. To this end, it is a useful tool in emergency relief preparedness 
support (food aid), monitoring and evaluation and for targeting purposes (Maxwell and 
Caldwell, 2008; Maxwell et al., 2014). According to Maxwell and Caldwell (2008), this 
tool also correlates very well with other food security indicators such as the food 
consumption score, household hunger index, household dietary diversity, and 
household food insecurity accessibility access scale. Thus, this simple tool may be a 
good measure for determining the food insecurity status of a given population. 
In devising the CSI tool for a community, the basic question asked is “what do you do 
when you don’t have enough food, and don’t have enough money to buy food” 
(Maxwell and Caldwell, 2008; Maxwell et al., 2014). The various questions relating to 
the different behaviours of people and households makes up the CSI questionnaire. 
These questions are mostly referred to as ‘coping questions’ and depict the behaviour 




these behaviours are measured, and the resultant single score calculated, is termed 
the CSI. 
This research adapted the questions that were developed for Ghana, Kenya and 
Uganda during the development of the CSI. These resulting eleven questions are 
peculiar to the study of homogenous communities selected for the research. 
Households were asked whether they had used the coping strategies within the last 
30 days before the survey. Follow up questions were asked on the frequency in which 
the coping strategies were used within the last 30 days. The frequency and severity 
value ranges between 0 and 4, where 0 refers to never; 1 refers to hardly at all, i.e. 
less than once a week on average); 2 refers to once in a while (i.e. 1 – 2 times/week); 
3 refers to pretty often (i.e. 3 – 6 times/week) and 4 refers to always (everyday). In 
creating the weights for the relative frequency, the mid points of the frequency of 
occurrence of each of the coping questions was used (Maxwell et al., 2003). These 
weights correspond to 7 for a household adopting a coping strategy on daily basis 
(every day), 4.5 for pretty often (3-6 times in a week), 1.5 for once in a while (1-2 times 
a week), 0.5 for hardly at all (less than once a week) and 0 for never. These weights 
were then multiplied by the frequencies and the product summed to get the coping 
strategy scores of households. A high CSI score indicates more food insecurity and a 
low score indicates food security or a low food insecurity status. 
4.8.1.3 Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) 
This indicator measures the food accessibility dimension of food security. It is also a 
subjective measurement of food security which is based on the notion that there is a 
set of reactions that households and individuals are bound to experience when food 
insecure. These experiences are summarised to form the Household Food Insecurity 
Access Scale (HFIAS) questionnaire. The questionnaire is comprised of nine 
questions which have been internationally validated and proven to represent the 
reactions of households and people to food insecurity (Coates et al., 2007). Some of 
these questions are related to respondents’ perceptions of vulnerability to food access 
and the others related to behavioural reactions when the respondent is food insecure 
(Coates et al., 2007). According to FANTA (2004) and Coates (2006), these generic 
questions are grouped into three domains: anxiety and uncertainty about the 




food types (Q2, Q3 & Q4), and insufficient food intake and its physical consequences 
(Q5, Q6, Q7, Q8 & Q9). 
The questions are asked relating to the situation of all individuals in the households 
and are not segregated. Questions are asked regarding the reactions of the 
households to food shortages over the previous 30 days. Like that of the CSI and FCS, 
HFIAS questions also have information relating to the frequency and severity of food 
insecurity within a household. Respondents are requested to answer “never”, “rarely 
(once or twice)”, “sometimes (three to ten times)” and “often (more than 10 times)”. If 
a household answers “often” to all the occurrence of the questions, the overall score 
will be 27 and when a household responds “never” for the occurrence of all the 
questions, the score will be 0. 
From the HFIAS questionnaire, four sub-indicators can be deduced that can be used 
to give more meaning to the food insecurity status of a household. These sub-
indicators or modules according to Coates et al. (2007) include: Household Food 
Insecurity Access-related Conditions (HFIAC); Household Food Insecurity Access-
related Domains (HFIAD); Household Food Insecurity Access-related Scale (HFIAS) 
Score; and Household Food Insecurity Access Prevalence (HFIAP). HFIAP 
categorises households into four groups based on the occurrence of accessibility 
scores. These sub-indicators give more disaggregated information about a 
household’s perception or behaviour in times of food insecurity. 
HFIAC presents the percentage of households that responded affirmatively to a 
question, irrespective of the frequency of occurrence. It measures the percentage of 
households experiencing a particular condition and can be a useful indicator for 
severity. For instance, in determining the percentage of households that go to bed 
hungry, the total number of households who responded “yes” to Q8 is divided by the 
total number of households who responded, and the result multiplied by 100 as shown 
below: 
 
HFIAC =  Number of households with response = Q2 to Q8 X  100 





HFIAD provides information on the prevalence of one or more behaviours on each of 
the three domains of HFIAS; anxiety and uncertainty, insufficient quality and 
insufficient food intake and its physical consequences. For instance, in trying to 
ascertain which households have insufficient food quality, the number of households 
that responded “yes” to this domain is divided by the total number of households 
responding to the domain. This is calculated following this procedure below; 
 
HFIAD = Number of households with response = 1 to Q2 or 1 to Q2 or 1 to Q3 or 1 to Q4 X 100 
Total number of households responding to Q2 or Q3 or Q4 
 
In calculating the HFIAS, the frequency of occurrence of each question for the 
households are summed. The sum of the frequency of occurrence during the last 30 
days (four weeks) for the nine-food insecurity related conditions will constitute the 
HFIAS. 
 
 HFIAS = Q1 + Q2 + Q3 + Q4 + Q5 + Q6 + Q7 + Q8 + Q9 
 
It is important to note that the higher the score, the more food insecurity (access) the 
household has experienced within the past 30 days and the lower the score the less 
food insecurity experienced. The average and standard deviation of the households in 
the sample can then be calculated using the HFIAS scores. 
Lastly, Household Food Insecurity Access Prevalence (HFIAP) is a categorical 
indicator that groups households into the following categories: food secure; mildly; 
moderately; and severely food insecure (Coates et al., 2007; FANTA, 2007). 
Households classified as severely food insecure mostly respond affirmatively to 
experiencing severe conditions over the past 30 days. Coates et al. (2007) defines the 
various categories as follows: 
i. A food secure household experiences none of the food insecurity conditions, 
or rarely worries about not having enough to eat. HFIAP category = 1 if 
[(Q1a=0 or Q1a=1) and Q2=0 and Q3=0 and Q4=0 and Q5=0 and Q6=0 




ii. A mildly food insecure (access) household usually worries about not having 
enough food “sometimes” or “often” and/or is unable to eat their preferred 
foods and/or eats a more monotonous diet than desired and/or has to eat 
some foods considered undesirable, but only rarely. This household does 
not however cut back on quantity nor experience any of three most severe 
conditions (running out of food, going to bed hungry, or going a whole day 
and night without eating). HFIAP category = 2 if [(Q1a=2 or Q1a=3 or Q2a=1 
or Q2a=2 or Q2a=3 or Q3a=1 or Q4a=1) and Q5=0 and Q6=0 and Q7=0 
and Q8=0 and Q9=0]. 
iii. A moderately food insecure household sacrifices quality more frequently, by 
eating a monotonous diet or undesirable foods sometimes or often, and/or 
has started to cut back on quantity by rarely or sometimes reducing the size 
of meals or the number of meals. But it does not experience any of the three 
most severe conditions. HFIAP category = 3 if [(Q3a=2 or Q3a=3 or Q4a=2 
or Q4a=3 or Q5a=1 or Q5a=2 or Q6a=1 or Q6a=2) and Q7=0 and Q8=0 and 
Q9=0]. 
iv. A severely food insecure household has graduated to cutting back on meal 
size or number of meals often, and/or experiences any of the three most 
severe conditions (running out of food, going to bed hungry, or going a 
whole day and night without eating) infrequently. In other words, any 
household that experiences one of these three conditions even once in the 
preceding four weeks (30 days) is considered severely food insecure. 
HFIAP category = 4 if [Q5a=3 or Q6a=3 or Q7a=1 or Q7a=2 or Q7a=3 or 
Q8a=1 or Q8a=2 or Q8a=3 or Q9a=1 or Q9a=2 or Q9a=3]. 
 
The three indicators of food security measure two dimensions food security. For 
instance, the FCS measures access and the dietary diversity of a household or a 
population and hence can be used as a proxy in measuring the utilisation dimension 
of food security. The CSI and HFIAS measures the accessibility dimension of food 
security by using the experiences of households to food insecurity. This research uses 
these three indicators due to the multidimensional nature of food security. A 
combination of these indicators therefore gives a valid indication for the food security 
status of a given household and/population. Maxwell (2010) observed that the reliance 




household. This could affect targeting and policies that are designed to aid highly food 
insecure communities. 
These indicators were adopted for this study based on the nature of the study and also 
because of their applicability to the study region and communities. On the whole, it 
was observed that most households were classified to be food insecure when the 
HFIAS was used as a proxy for food security (non-LEAP=60.9%, LEAP=68.4%). On 
the other hand, the FCS classified more households as food secure (non-
LEAP=31.7%, LEAP=39.9%) as compared to the other indicators. Notwithstanding the 
indicator that was used, the three indicators all project the prevalence of food 
insecurity in the study area or communities. These indicators are good proxies for 
estimating food security because of the good relationships that exist between them. 
Table 4.8 below shows the descriptive statistics of the food security indicators. In terms 
of food security status, LEAP beneficiaries are more food secure based on FCS and 
CSI indicators of food security and less food secure when assessed against HFIAS 
indicator. There are. Wide variations between LEAP and non-LEAP households as 





(n = 316) 
Non-LEAP  
(n = 399) Difference (B – A) 










17.70 5.18 18.15 5.04 17.34 5.26 -2.08** 
Coping Strategies 
Index 
25.39 23.98 23.69 21.09 26.73 25.99 1.68** 
 
Table 4.8: Descriptive statistics of food security indicators 
Note: ** indicates significance levels at 5% 
These findings are quite similar to the results from the qualitative data where non-
LEAP respondents have reported chronic food insecurity more than LEAP 
respondents. The higher coping strategies scores among non-LEAP respondents 
means that they tend to adopt more severe coping strategies compared to LEAP 
respondents. Again, the lower FCS scores among non-LEAP is a sign of the lack of 
dietary diversity in the diets of the food consumed by non-LEAP households. The 




food groups by beneficiaries of the LEAP programme. HFIAS score however indicate 
that non-LEAP beneficiaries have more access to food than beneficiaries of the LEAP 
programme. The interviews confirm this as most interviewees who were beneficiaries 
of the LEAP programme were the either elderly in the community or have some form 
of chronic illness or disability making them unable to work. This therefore means that, 
such a category of persons may not readily have access to food based on their 
respective disabilities or disadvantages. Table 4.9 presents some descriptive statistics 
on the three indicators of food security. 
Measure CSI FCS HFIAS 
Mean 25.3853 32.11 17.70 
Std. Deviation 23.9791 13.15 5.18 
Minimum .00 2.00 0 
Maximum 147.50 102.25 27 
 
Table 4.9: Descriptive statistics of food security indicators 
The food security indicators used to estimate food insecurity in this study all measure 
different components and dimensions of food security. Notwithstanding the difference 
in criteria and questions, some of the components or dimensions measured seem to 
converge and hence can be correlated. For instance, as observed in the methods 
section, CSI and HFIAS are both measured on a continuous scale and the higher the 
score, the more food insecure a household is and the vice versa. The FCS however 
should have an inverse relationship with CSI and HFIAS as the lower the score, the 
more food insecure a household is and the vice versa. Therefore, the CSI and HFIAS 
scores should be positively correlated whereas the FCS should be inversely correlated 
with CSI and HFIAS scores. Maxwell (2012) observed that, these indicators are good 
proxies for estimating food security because of the strong correlation between them. 
Table 4.10 below displays the correlation matrix between the three indicators used in 
this study. 
From the Table 4.10 below, the correlation matrix between the various food security 
indicators appear to be between weak and very weak. This is quite confirming the 
findings of Maxwell (2012) where a strong correlation was observed between these 
indicators. As expected, there is a statistically significant negative and weak (r (713) = 




between CSI and HFIAS (r (713) = 0.004). The correlation between FCS and HFIAS 
is also positive, very weak and statistically significant (r (713) = -0.031). This confirms 
the generally held assumption of inverse relationships existing between FCS and 
HFIAS indicators of food security. The very low correlation between HFIAS and FCS 
and CSI indicators is attributed to the low scores generated by HFIAS. The maximum 
score which signifies food insecurity is 27 whereas that of CSI and FCS is 147.50 and 
102.25 respectively. 
Indicator CSI FCS HFIAS 
CSI 1.00 -0.380** 0.004** 
FCS -0.380 1.00 -0.031* 
HFIAS 0.004 -0.031 1.00 
 
Table 4.10: Correlation between food security indicators 
Note: * and ** indicates level of significance at 10 and 5% 
4.9 Summary  
The chapter highlights the methodology for the case study data collection. The profile 
of the country and study area is presented, with emphasis on the chronic poverty of 
households in the study area. This chapter also described the importance of a mixed 
methods research methodology, giving justification for using this methodology in the 
case study data collection and analysis. The methods and approach to data collection 
is described. Lastly, the various indicators used in measuring household food security 
are described and their estimation strategy presented. It should however be noted 
that, specific estimation criteria pertaining to the empirical analysis of data are 
presented in the empirical chapters (5, 6 & 7). The next chapter (chapter 5) therefore, 
explores the uses of LEAP transfers by beneficiaries and the perceived uses of 
transfers by non-beneficiaries. It also considers the livelihood activities of households 
and communities and seeks to explore the linkages between livelihood activities, food 





 Exploring the uses of LEAP transfers to vulnerable 
groups 
5.1 Introduction21 
The previous chapter highlighted the research methodology and the methods 
employed in the data collection. This chapter is the first empirical chapter and presents 
the analysis of the qualitative data on the uses and perceived uses of LEAP transfers. 
Rural households in North-Western Ghana are characterised by chronic food 
insecurity, deprivation and periodic out-migration of the young people. The LEAP 
Programme, which seeks to provide social protection to some vulnerable people and 
households in some of these deprived communities has unintended impacts for rural 
livelihoods. Exploring the uses of transfers is important in identifying expenditure 
patterns of individuals and households. This study uses a qualitative interpretive 
methodology to trace the uses of cash transfers to beneficiary households and 
perceived uses of cash transfers by non-beneficiary households in deprived rural 
communities in North-Western Ghana. Due to the prevalence of chronic food 
insecurity in the study area, the perspectives of both beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries on the uses of cash transfer is important to identify common community 
interventions that could be beneficial to the whole community. 
5.2 Background 
In many rural areas of Ghana, livelihood and food security strategies are highly 
dependent on a combination of rudimentary rain-fed agricultural approaches 
(Ashwood and MacTavish, 2016; Dzanku, 2015), a patriarchal customary support 
system where families give preference to having sons, combined with a male-
dominated inheritance system that results in differential impacts on household food 
security. In addition, these factors have impacts on the application of entrepreneurial 
skills in the form of off-farm employment such as the selling of provisions, commonly 
referred to as ‘petty trading’(Dzanku, 2019; Nkegbe et al., 2017; Dzanku, 2015; Owusu 
et al., 2011) and the out migration of youth from rural areas. Although these factors 
may contribute to the maintenance of livelihoods in poor rural communities, disability, 
 





sickness, old age, death, large family sizes and emigration can all expose rural 
households to increased food insecurity. In addition, traditional social support 
networks are declining in rural communities (Rai & Smucker, 2016). Taken together, 
these vulnerabilities22 suggest there is a need for new forms of intervention that have 
potential to protect rural households from food insecurity risks. 
The Ghana Livelihood Empowerment Against Poverty (LEAP) programme was 
implemented following directives included in the National Social Protection Strategy 
(NSPS), with the goal of helping the poor and socially excluded. LEAP is a social cash 
transfer programme with a focus on the aged, orphaned and vulnerable children, the 
chronically sick and the disabled. Currently, about 250,000 households in the 216 
districts of Ghana are included in the programme (Ministry of Gender, Children and 
Social Protection, 2019). 
This chapter focuses on the self-reported uses of cash transfers by the beneficiaries 
of a LEAP cash transfer programme and compares this with the perceived uses by 
non-beneficiaries of the programme. Poverty is endemic in the study area and scarce 
government resources cannot usually be disbursed to all vulnerable households 
(Kuivanen et al., 2016; Dzanku, 2015). Hence, comparison between beneficiaries and 
non-beneficiaries enables us to identify convergent views about the uses and 
perceived uses of cash transfers in order for government policy to be targeted at the 
community rather than households. Specifically, the chapter seeks to: (i) examine the 
potential differences in perspectives of both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries in the 
study area, where the lack of funds constrains programme coverage, (ii) examine the 
use(s) of cash transfers by the ultra-poor in remote rural areas: and (iii) extend the 
analysis of cash transfers to understand impacts on food and livelihood security in 
remote areas in North-Western Ghana. Cultural practices within rural communities 
located within the study area suggest that cash transfers to individuals are used for 
the benefit of the household. These benefits have been reported to be used as a form 
of capital for the household and may contribute towards the household’s livelihood 
strategies (Fisher et al., 2017; Scoones, 2009; Tirivayi et al., 2016). 
 
22 Vulnerability refers to risks or shocks that households are exposed to which affects their livelihoods. 




5.3 Cash transfers in SSA – the policy story 
Cash transfers are a form of social protection that provides the poor and vulnerable 
with financial support, to smooth their consumption patterns (Scarlato & D ’agostino, 
2016). Cash transfer interventions represent one of the most frequently implemented 
poverty interventions in the world, particularly in developing countries (Naab et al. in 
review; Fiszbein et al., 2013). 
Generally, cash transfer programmes seek to reduce poverty and vulnerability by 
improving recipients’ food consumption, school attendance, nutrition and health status 
(Asfaw et al., 2017). While they differ from country to country, in Sub-Saharan Africa 
(SSA) and among development agencies implementing cash transfer programmes, 
the shared goal of poverty reduction through improved food and nutrition security is 
common (C. Miller & Tsoka, 2012). Therefore, cash transfers aim to ensure food 
security in poor and vulnerable households, which are often the most food insecure. 
The uptake of cash transfers in Low and Middle-Income countries follows their 
successful implementation and effectiveness in Latin America (LA) (the first-
generation cash transfers) during the 1990s and early 2000s (Britto, 2005). For 
example, Barber and Gertler, (2008) found that about 60 – 70% of cash transfers in 
highly impoverished Mexican households were spent on food. Similarly, Maluccio and 
Flores, (2004) report that cash transfer schemes had a significant impact on annual 
food expenditures and households’ total expenditure on food in Nicaragua. SSA has 
been described as the hub where “second-generation cash transfers” (Britto, 2005) 
such as the Malawian SCT (Miller et al, 2010) and the Productive Safety Net 
Programme (PSNP) of Ethiopia (Burchi et al., 2017) have been implemented, and 
have been evaluated as having a positive impact on food expenditure patterns. 
Cash transfers have the potential to improve food security and livelihoods and alleviate 
poverty in several ways. First, cash transfers can alleviate food insecurity by improving 
households’ purchasing power through regular monetary transfers to poor and 
vulnerable households (Miller et al., 2010; Reilly et al., 1999). This exchange 
entitlement satisfies the accessibility dimension of food security and may be important 
in achieving food security in times of serious and systematic shocks or risks to the 
food system (Sen, 1981). However, the effectiveness of cash transfers in addressing 




cash transfer, how they use it, and the form of the cash transfer, inter alia. For instance, 
women are designated as preferred recipients of cash transfers in Zambia and Malawi 
because research suggests that they are more likely to spend transfers in ways that 
are beneficial to the entire household (World Bank, 2014; Handa et al., 2018; Miller et 
al., 2010; Yoong et al., 2012). 
Second, there is a general assumption that recipients of cash transfers in vulnerable 
households will use part of the cash to invest in agricultural and non-agricultural 
assets, hence increasing resilience to food insecurity (Reilly et al., 1999), i.e. insuring 
against ‘food availability decline’, which is one of the core dimensions of food insecurity 
(Devereux, 2009). However, climate change (The et al., 2015), coupled with drought, 
pests and diseases among other factors, may at the same time act to reduce 
productivity and food availability, which may harm local food systems. Therefore, the 
extent to which cash transfers improve the resilience of communities and households 
is potentially dependent on existing assets and livelihoods, the level of food insecurity 
in the household or community, climate change, and the norms governing intra-
household food distribution patterns. 
Third, there is a consensus that cash transfers can bring about equity in resource 
distribution, both intra-household and inter-households, and improve women’s control 
of productive assets (Burchi et al., 2017; Reilly et al., 1999). However, this is largely 
dependent on the societal norms and the targeting of cash transfers. Many cash 
transfers in Latin America target mothers, which assumes that women are more likely 
to use cash transfers to benefit the entire household compared to their male 
counterparts (Fiszbein & Schady, 2009). Similarly, in Malawi, female-headed 
households are designated preferred recipients and given higher cash transfer rates 
than their male counterparts (Miller et al., 2010). The evidence of cash transfers 
therefore prioritises the empowerment of women with the hope of benefitting not just 
households, but the entire community. 
Cash transfer interventions are increasingly used to reduce the vulnerabilities of 
poorer communities and households in developing countries (Fiszbein et al., 2013; 
Naab et al. in preparation). The assessment of their effectiveness has been dominated 
by quantitative methodologies (Fisher et al., 2017a), in both first-generation cash 




and second-generation cash transfers (see for example Malawi, (Gustavo et al., 2019; 
Handa et al., 2018; Miller et al., 2010), Ghana (Handa et al., 2014), and Zambia 
(Gustavo et al., 2017; Handa et al., 2018; Bonilla et al., 2017). The application of 
quantitative methodologies may not adequately allow research to identify how cash 
transfers have influenced the lived experiences of households in promoting food 
security, including the behaviour of individuals or groups of people within households, 
the use of the cash transfers, or the views of beneficiaries’ preferred form of social 
protection. Moreover, Fisher et al. (2017) identified gaps in knowledge of the potential 
role of social networks, norms, gender roles, available livelihood patterns and power 
in decision-making within beneficiary households in relation to impact evaluation. In 
addition, given that cash transfers target the extreme poor, which in SSA constitutes 
the majority of people living in rural areas, (Miller et al., 2010; Devereux, 2016), 
government resource constraints often limit the extent to which cash transfer 
programmes are targeted, and restricts programme coverage to all extremely poor 
individuals and households. Therefore, it is important that evaluations take into 
consideration other extremely poor households not covered by cash transfer 
programs. To address these knowledge gaps in the lived experiences of beneficiaries 
and non-beneficiaries of cash transfers, this research applies a qualitative 
methodology to explore the perceptions and experiences of recipients and non-
recipients of the Ghana LEAP cash transfer programme. 
5.4 Analytical framework 
The study adopted both the capabilities and sustainable livelihood approaches to 
construct an analytical framework that explains the role of the LEAP programme in 
Ghana. The framework relies on the sustainable livelihood approach to explain 
livelihood choices of households (Chambers, 1995; Scoones, 2009) and also draws 
on Sen’s work on capabilities23 and entitlements24 (Dreze & Sen, 1989; Sen, 1981, 
1983) to highlight the active role of cash transfers as ‘enabling’ the capabilities of 
households. The framework assumes that households have a range of livelihood 
options available, which may increase or decrease food security. The capabilities of 
 
23 Capabilities refers to “the ability to satisfy certain elementary and crucially important functioning up 
to certain levels” (Sen 1992: 45 n. 19) 
24 Entitlements refers to a household use of resources, including goods and services that individuals in 
the household can personally obtain using individual empowerments or empowerments available to the 




typical African households may not only be defined by the asset (both agricultural and 
non-agricultural) base of the household (Fisher et al., 2017; Rai and Smucker, 2016; 
Chambers, 1995, Schoones, 2009), but also by non-material assets such as social 
networks (Fisher et al., 2017; Tirivayi et al. 2013), goodwill, kinship ties, and the broad 
notion of ‘family or clan’ (Fisher et al., 2017). 
Cash transfers present poor rural households with a range of choices. It is assumed 
that ceteris paribus, rational individuals will use cash resources for basic needs. We, 
therefore, have an assumed range of expected livelihood outcomes or functioning of 
recipients of cash transfers. 
One potential outcome of receiving cash transfers is household’s investment in 
improved food security, which may be the most relevant “investment option” for the 
most food-insecure recipients. This can be done through a range of options: (1) ad-
hoc purchase of food may be used for smoothing household consumption patterns; 
(2) investing in existing livelihood approaches, thus creating a resilient food system for 
the household, and (3) creating new livelihood patterns capable of acting as safety 
nets for households. Beneficiaries are expected to be better off when considering 
these three potential outcomes when compared to non-beneficiaries. 
Rural households’ have interrelated consumption and production patterns, highlighting 
the subsistence-based rural economy in many countries in SSA (Fisher et al., 2017; 
Tirivayi et al., 2016; Dzanku, 2015). Two important pathways influence the livelihood 
strategies of rural households: (i) the characteristics of the beneficiary (sex, 
vulnerability status, assets, etc.); and (ii) the livelihood strategies adopted by the 
beneficiary households (concerning decision-making, savings, gender and debt 
constraints). The periodic flow of cash transfers to households enables (by acting as 
a ‘bundle of capabilities’25) a household’s livelihood outcomes through supporting 
household expenses (which include food and non-food consumption), investment in 
social networks as a buffer for food insecurity, and widespread impacts on the 
community. These outcomes are dependent on a host of mediating factors such as: 
social institutions, type of livelihood patterns; formal and informal institutions; and the 
 




type of cash transfer programme (conditional or unconditional) including the transfer 
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household members within the 






Shaped by impact pathways 
Alleviation of credit, liquidity & 
savings constraints 
Access to risk sharing networks 
for economic collaboration, 
labour 
Access to technology, knowledge 
and inputs of production 
Behavioural response 




Social Institutions – Gender & care norms, Power relations, decision making; 
Complementary services & programmes; Market access – Labour market 
structure, Products; Agro-ecological conditions – Shaping productivity e.g. food 
(in) security, Land availability & tenure; Formal & informal institutions – Savings 
groups, risk & asset sharing, social support networks (family & clan), livelihood 
groups; Cash transfer – Reliability, Targeting e.g. type of beneficiary, Amount of 
transfer 
 
Household – Income, Consumption, nutrition, Investment in education, Asset 
accumulation, Savings, Labour allocation, Improved capability, Dignity, self-
respect; Social networks – Changed family relations (+/-), Social inclusion & 
exclusion (+/-), Economic risk sharing, Social respect; Local economy – 
Multiplier effect on trade/goods/services, Spill over effects to ineligible 





























Source: Adapted from Tirivayi et al. (2016) 
5.5 Materials and methods 
A qualitative, interpretive methodology was adopted to gain an emic or subjective 
understanding of both LEAP beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries (Charmaz, 2008). 
Face-to-face in-depth interviews were used to generate data because they enable the 
interviewer to establish a personal connection with participants and sensitively 
respond to verbal and non-verbal cues provided by participants (Davies, 2007; Bryman 
and Bell, 2011). This enables the building of a trust-based interaction (Perlow, 1997). 
The personal and sensitive nature of the data (including financial data, food security 
status and expenditure patterns), and normative customs within the study communities 
meant that group discussions were unlikely to be attended or result in people being 
honest in their views therefore focus groups were judged to be less appropriate as a 
data generation technique (Davies, 2007). In-depth interviews are more suitable as 
the chances of participants holding back information are lower, provided that the 
interviewer establishes trust with participants (Perlow, 1997). 
5.5.1 Sampling strategy 
Before beginning the fieldwork, approvals were sought and obtained from the Ghana 
Ministry of Gender, Children and Social Protection to conduct the research and ethical 
approval was obtained from the Faculty of Science, Agriculture and Engineering at 
Newcastle University. A purposive sampling approach was used to select the study 
region and district. The research was focused on the poorest region in Ghana, the 
Upper West Region, where 69.4% of the population live in poverty (GSS, 2015). Within 
this region, the Jirapa Municipality was chosen (Figures 5.2 & 5.3) due to its 
remoteness, the high incidence of poverty in its communities (71.4% of the 
population), the high level of poverty (35.0%), a Gini coefficient of 46.3% and with an 
estimated 62,364 poor people out of 88,402 people in the municipality (ibid). The 
municipality is also the 15th (out of 216) poorest district on the League Table of Poverty 
Incidence in Ghana (GSS, 2015). Once identified, additional approval to research the 
communities was sought from the Jirapa Municipal Assembly and the Municipal Social 






Source: Prepared using google maps 
 
 





Figure 5.3: Map of study communities 
Source: Adapted from Jirapa Municipal Assembly 
The study communities were selected using a stratified sampling approach. Using the 
Ghana Local Government26 classification strategy, eight area or town councils were 
identified, from which communities were then selected. A district poverty map and a 
meeting with a cross-section of the Municipal LEAP Implementation Committee 
informed the selection criteria. Ten communities/villages were purposively selected 
based on the district poverty map. 
Appropriate community entry was sought by approaching ‘gatekeepers’ to engage with 
participants after seeking approval from community assembly representatives, 
traditional rulers and community opinion leaders. These gatekeepers pre-informed 
potential participants of the study. In each community, four participants were 
interviewed, two LEAP beneficiaries and two non-LEAP participants. LEAP 
beneficiaries were randomly selected via the database of the Social Welfare 
Department. Non-LEAP participants were recruited according to LEAP inclusion 
 
26 Local government classification of unit committees, area councils, town or urban councils based on 




criteria – households with orphaned and vulnerable children (OVC), disabled, 
chronically ill individuals who are incapable of work, and older people (>65) who had 
no one to take care of them. Local Community LEAP Implementation Committee 
members and social welfare officers in charge of the implementation of the programme 
at the local level were also interviewed along with the national level country manager 
of the LEAP programme. 
A total of 41 participants (20 LEAP, 21 non-LEAP) were interviewed across the ten 
communities. Four Community LEAP Implementation Committee members, two 
officers of the Social Welfare Department (local implementers) and the national 
programme manager of LEAP, were also interviewed (Appendix L). 
5.5.2 Data Collection 
A semi-structured interview schedule was developed and piloted in two communities 
based on the literature reviewed. The major interview questions included questions 
on: (1) livelihood and food security strategies; (2) respondents understanding of food 
security; (3) social support structure prior to the LEAP programme; (4) LEAP 
participation; (5) uses of LEAP transfers (beneficiaries), perceived uses of LEAP 
transfer (non-beneficiaries) and (6) the decision making on the use of LEAP transfers 
by beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries. The researcher and an assistant conducted 
interviews. Interviews were conducted between March and June 2018. The researcher 
and an assistant took field notes and debriefing sessions were held after every 
interview. 
5.5.3 Data recording, coding and analysis 
The consent of participants was obtained after the interviewer had sought permission 
from the appropriate household head to proceed with the interview. The purpose of 
the study, and the condition of participation, were always explained before seeking the 
approval of the interviewee to proceed with the interview. Interviews in all communities 
were audio recorded. The researcher engaged in periodic self-reflection after 
interviews, recording memos, which influenced interview strategy, techniques for 
probing used and the coding framework developed. 
A three-stage approach was adopted to conduct the coding and analysis of data. First, 
codes were developed with the help of field notes, debriefs and memos generated in 




made. From this, various themes and concepts could be identified (Appendix M). 
Finally, codes were organised into various themes in NVivo 12 and the rest of the 
transcripts coded and arranged into the various themes. New themes emerging after 
the validation were also coded separately. Consequently, a thematic analysis was 
applied. 
Anonymised codes and tables are used to present data and to emphasise the 
emerging themes from the data (Appendices M-U). The characteristics of the 
participants, including sex (M=male, F=female), beneficiary status (LEAP, non-LEAP), 
and the community of participants are provided in each quote to illustrate the dynamics 
in the voice. 
Three assumptions were made. First, cash transfer augments the livelihood 
approaches of beneficiary households in remote rural areas, which results in increases 
in their capital base. Second, that these augmented livelihood approaches improve 
household food security and resilience to food insecurity. Third, that decision-making 
concerning the use of a cash transfer is dependent on who receives the transfer. 
The capabilities approach and the sustainable livelihood approach provide the 
analytical framework to this qualitative impact assessment of the LEAP cash transfer 
programme. These two analytical approaches are required as the capabilities 
approach alone falls short in advancing the stability dimension of food security as 
defined by the World Food Summit of 1996 (Burchi & De Muro, 2016). The capabilities 
approach addresses inter-temporal food deprivations without recourse to long-term 
sustainable livelihood patterns. 
The livelihood approach expands on the concept of the stability in the context of 
household capital, vulnerability and sustainable livelihoods (DFID, 1999; Scoones, 
1998). According to Burchi and De Muro (2016), sustainability is closely related to 
vulnerability. A sustainable livelihood is one that “can cope with and recover from 
stresses and shocks and maintain or enhance its capabilities and assets both now and 
in the future” (DFID, 1999). This notion of sustainable livelihoods is directly related to 
the stability of the food system. Hence, integrating both approaches to account for 
their shortcomings presents a unique and novel approach in analysing the impact of 





5.6.1 Livelihood activities in communities 
Livelihood patterns in almost all of the communities were found to be similar. Gender-
specific livelihood activities for both cash transfer beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries 
are presented in this section. 
Dominant and gendered livelihood patterns: Both LEAP and non-LEAP households 
are engaged in the same form of livelihood activities. Farming represents the dominant 
livelihood pattern.  
“Farming is our ancestral activity which we took after from our fathers, who 
learned it from their fathers; hence we are not engaged in any other activity as 
our main occupation except this” – LEAP Male  
Women were mostly engaged in the brewing of pito 27 , and the collection and 
processing of tree fruits such as dawadawa and shea fruits. In addition, women 
assisted on farms in specific activities such as sowing and harvesting. Men were 
actively engaged in farming and the rearing of animals. Animals being reared were, 
however, vulnerable to pests and diseases, which made rearing animals risky and 
unprofitable. Occasionally, men burnt charcoal for sale, with some migrating out of the 
community during the dry season in search of either farm or off-farm employment. 
Impediments/risks to livelihood patterns: Impediments/risks which disrupt the 
livelihood activities in the community and households emerged as a problem. 
Livelihoods were affected by irregular rain patterns, delayed onset of rain or long 
periods of drought. The gradual loss of soil fertility as a result of over-cultivation, has 
rendered the land infertile, increasing farming dependency on agricultural inputs. This 
loss of soil fertility and variability has resulted in dependence on conventional means 
of farming methods which are heavily input driven. Poor rural households lack the 
financial capability to invest in such inputs. Specific and ongoing shocks to livelihoods 
among households include the following; 
i. Livestock diseases: All communities recorded yearly episodes of animal 
diseases that have spread through households and communities, killing 
 




most of their livestock. These pests and diseases were more common 
among chickens, goats and pigs.  
“I rear animals, but there is always a time that all of them will die. So 
because of that, we are unable to focus our minds into a single activity 
as a source of our livelihood” – LEAP, Male Care-giver 
“We [the household] are also engaged in animal rearing, but with the 
diseases and deaths (nokuu, dobakuu and bokuu) associated with 
rearing now, it is no longer worth it; even me, I used to rear chickens, but 
nokuu have killed all of them, and you wouldn’t even find a single chick 
in my household; this has plunged us further into tuo (suffering)” – Non-
LEAP, Elderly Woman 
ii. The game of doobo – a blessing and a curse: An important aspect of the 
livelihood pattern of the communities is that of having doobo (sons) in the 
yir (household/family), which is a sign of social security and means that the 
yir would never “sleep hungry” (Kong). Doobo is a source of farm labour for 
farming households and can be viewed as a source of food security. As a 
result, many families envy and compete in giving birth to sons in whom they 
take great pride. Other community members used the presence of doobo in 
a household as a rationale for withholding support, more so if that 
community member happens to be a beneficiary of LEAP. 
“I don’t get any support from the community... because, they say I have 
sons… no one is willing to support me.” – LEAP, Elderly female 
iii. Inter-generational contract – expected but unenforceable: This theme 
supported the pride experienced by the family of having doobo in the 
household. Families and communities have traditionally placed importance 
in having male children because they assume that the male children will 
take on the responsibility of farming and feed the family. However, in many 
of the households interviewed, the notion of this inter-generational contract 
between male children and parents was viewed to be obsolete and not 
relevant in modern times. None-the-less, respondents preferred to have 





“…some few days ago my indisposed husband even complained of the fact 
that he looked after his children and that they are now leaving his 
grandchildren again for him to care for. He said that attitude isn’t good, but 
they complain that they have poor yields. But since their children are my 
grandchildren, I will suffer with them like that, and when they can they will 
support us” – Non-LEAP, Elderly woman 
Females (pogba) were viewed as commodities that were to be married off and 
hence were not considered “children” or part of the family. In some instances, when 
asked to list the number of children in households, respondents tended to list only 
male children, leaving out female children.  
“…are females too considered children?... They will get married and live 
in different families and become properties of those men… work for them 
give birth for them….” – Non-LEAP, Elderly Male household head  
iv. Transfer of Poverty: Related to the unenforced intergenerational contract 
between parents and children is the notion of poverty transfer from children 
to their parents. Endemic poverty in rural areas mean that children of poor 
parents are more likely to inherent poverty. Out-migration of young people 
to other rural areas in search of fertile lands to engage in agricultural 
activities has become the norm. Agro-ecological challenges, in particular, 
prolonged dry seasons and loss of soil fertility, encourage male children to 
seek richer agricultural lands in rural areas in the South of Ghana, which 
has a dual rainy season. This phenomenon, ‘rural-rural migration’, leaves 
the older parents, children and sick relatives behind in the North of Ghana. 
Young girls tend to migrate to urban communities in Southern Ghana to 
engage in hawking and head-porting of goods. However, in the bid to cope 
with their own poverty and hardships, these rural-rural migrants (for young 
men) or rural-urban migrants (for young girls) send most of their children 
back to their parents to help in raising them, without providing cash or other 
kinds of support. The result is an increasing household size in their home 
communities, with an older labour force, infertile lands, and an absence of 
remittances from these migrants. This pushes households towards chronic 




“My late son left behind three children behind, the one in southern Ghana 
also came home and left a wife and five children with me, and he is yet 
to return [remarked sarcastically]” – LEAP, Elderly Woman 
“But the men are in Jong [migrant rural farm labourers] looking for money 
while the children and sometimes their wives are at home” – LEAP, 
Elderly woman 
Impediments within the livelihood patterns of communities within the research area 
may be community-wide or relate to only some households. These impediments are 
also related to the culture (the pride in giving birth to male children) and changing 
practices (nuclear family system) within the communities which further exposes 
households and the community at large to be at risk of food insecurity. These has 
resulted in the exposing rural households to food insecurity, with the possibility of 
pushing them further towards chronic food insecurity through the transfer of poverty 
from children to rural kin. For instance, cultural practices regarding the importance 
placed on giving birth to male children has evolved to be the bane for some aged 
people within rural households. While this was previously construed as a sign of food 
security by all rural and cultural standards (attributed to labour force of male children 
in household farms), the gradual out migration of male children from the communities 
in search for greener pastures has left aged parents with child care responsibilities 
from their migrant male children. Additionally, quite distinct from the external family 
systems which previously existed in rural communities adding as a form of support, 
most households within the study area are embracing the nuclear family system which 
leaves the aged within the rural communities potentially more vulnerable to food 
insecurity. 
Furthermore, there are also livelihood risks which also makes it unable for households 
to achieve household food security and resilience. The predominant pests and 
diseases reported in the research communities has proven to destabilise food patterns 
and potentially make households highly susceptible to food insecurity. Livestock 
assets tend to serve as a source of livelihood as most households depend on livestock 




5.6.2 Identifying the uses of CTs  
The uses of LEAP transfers by beneficiaries and the perceived uses of these transfers 
by non-beneficiaries were explored in the interviews. The dominant uses and 
perceived uses of LEAP transfers include the following; 
a. Investing in Children – Educational expenses 
LEAP respondents reported that a considerable proportion of cash transfer funds are 
spent on the education of children. Non-LEAP beneficiaries gave similar account to 
LEAP beneficiaries, citing the increasing number of children (grandchildren) being left 
by migrant relatives, orphans, and other dependent or vulnerable individuals to care 
for. For instance, in Hain, an elderly non-LEAP respondent indicated that he would 
prioritise the education of grandchildren above other activities should he become a 
beneficiary. This view resonates with both LEAP and non-LEAP participants, who 
frequently prioritise the education of their children or grandchildren. Spending on 
books and pens, school uniforms and sandals, payment of exam and parent-teacher 
fees, were among some of the educational expenses mentioned. This, according to 
some respondents, encouraged school attendance among children, as did 
expenditure on the soap for bathing and washing school uniforms, and food before 
and after school. 
“Yes, ningbaalba sombo (LEAP) helps. I buy soap too. I also buy pens and 
books for those who are going to school” – LEAP, Older Male & care-giver  
 
“…just the other day, they chased one of the Bekpieb (orphan) because her 
school uniform was torn. I am talking of the Bekpiebe (orphans) in this 
house. With the help of ningbaalba sombo, I will be able to buy a school 
uniform and pay exams fees” – Non-LEAP, Elderly Female & caregiver 
 
“They say education is now free, but they still ask us to pay all sorts of 
fees…exams fees, PTA, school renovation, and so on…I am just praying 
that ningbaalba sombo will help – Non-LEAP, older man & HH 
The importance of the use of cash transfers to fund education and associated activities 
by households and communities reflects preferences for investment in the 




children was generally preferred to expenditure on food. Cash transfers, therefore, 
empowered households to invest in the education of children. In the numerous 
competing interests of households, the impact of the LEAP programme has, to some 
extent, helped parents focus on their most important priority, education 
b. Chronic food insecurity 
Chronic food insecurity was reported in most communities and households. While 
most people in Ghana consider eating three times a daily as a measure of food 
security, it was apparent from the interviews that households that have a meal 
(evening meal) and on ‘lucky days’, a morning meal, were considered as being food 
secure by study participants. Eating three times daily was considered a luxury, and 
some respondents referred to this as ‘food waste’. Peak food insecure (hunger) 
months were observed to be between March and September and were often referred 
to as Kong Voor (hunger months). During this period, most households subsisted on 
wild vegetables and tree fruits, particularly shea nuts, mangoes, and red berries.  
“We are always struggling to feed the family, especially during the 
kpankyaan (March) until when we start harvesting the ‘heads’ of beans 
(September)…ningbaalba sombo will help a lot” – Non-LEAP, older woman 
Non-beneficiaries of the programme were also of the view that they will use transfers 
for food purchases, particularly during ‘hunger months’. 
LEAP transfers, therefore, during the ‘hunger months’ supported not only children’s 
education but also smoothed food consumption. Almost all participants indicated that 
LEAP transfers were important to enable the purchase of food items. However, there 
is no evidence that cash transfers improved diets (for example, through increasing 
dietary diversity). Respondents used a considerable amount of the cash transfers for 
education, with only the surplus used in the purchases of staple foods such as maize, 
millet, and rice. While these supplemented foods produced by the household for some 
part of the year, households solely depended on cash transfer funds during ‘hunger 
months’ to make food purchases. The perceived uses of LEAP transfers from non-





“I will buy food with LEAP money…from this month (May/March) onwards, 
we are usually struggling with our food issues in this community….” – Non-
LEAP, Partially disabled woman 
 
“Yes. My children were starving, and we had no food left in the house. But I 
was lucky that they were paying, so I went for the money and came and 
bought food for us to eat” – LEAP, Male caregiver and beneficiary 
 
“The LEAP grants have been helpful. In those times when there are food 
shortages, it is the grants that support us to buy foodstuffs and feed the 
household. Without the grants, what could we have done? The grants are 
very helpful to the entire nation” – LEAP, Care-giver  
 
c. Investing in livelihood activities  
We also investigated whether LEAP transfers played an active role in ensuring long-
term food security. We assumed a plausible pathway, whereby beneficiaries of LEAP 
transfers invest transfers in different livelihood activities, creating resilience to food 
insecurity. The following represents views associated with respondents’ desire to 
create sustainable livelihoods. 
(i) Asset acquisition: Non-LEAP respondents perceived that LEAP transfers will 
enable them to invest in other livelihood activities such as animal rearing and 
‘petty trading’. However, LEAP respondents indicated that the amount of cash 
transfer provided is not enough to invest in other livelihood activities. Only three 
LEAP respondents reported using cash transfers to purchase livestock (goats, 
chickens and pigs) for production. While the infrequent purchase of animals for 
rearing could be attributed to the prevalence of animal diseases in the study 
area, the interviews suggest that cash transfer amounts are too small to deliver 
a surplus for investment. 
 
“I used part of the money to buy two pigs for rearing. The pigs gave birth, 
but they have almost all died. It is just left us with a few” – LEAP, Elderly 




In two instances, two older women reported having used LEAP funds to 
purchase garments. 
“Yes, Just the recent grants I received, I bought three pieces of cloth for her 
[mother-in-law] at an amount of GH¢25.00” – LEAP, Male Caregiver  
(ii) Investing in farming: LEAP transfers also helped farming households 
acquire some farm inputs. Among some beneficiaries, the use of LEAP 
transfers for purchasing the services of farm labour (both manual and 
tractors), fertiliser, pesticides and herbicides were reported. Some 
beneficiaries indicated that LEAP transfer size was too small to be invested 
in farming activities after meeting urgent expenses such as education, food 
and healthcare needs.  
“We don’t use it for farming…How much is it all, GH¢80.00 or GH¢60.00 that I 
will invest some in farming?” – LEAP, Woman Caregiver  
Some other beneficiaries shared their experiences regarding the use of LEAP 
transfers in financing farming activities. 
“When I receive the grants during the rainy season, I use them to buy fertiliser 
but also to cater for the healthcare of the children and the renewal of insurance 
cards. …” – LEAP, Older man & HH 
Non-beneficiaries also expressed the desire to invest in their livelihoods using LEAP 
transfers. 
“I will use some to buy seeds and grow crops in the coming years…I plough, 
buy fertilisers and sometimes get some farm labour” – Non-LEAP Bachelor and 
HH 
“I think with the money; I will be able to buy seeds for sowing, plough and get 
some farm labourers” – Non-LEAP, older man & HH 
(iii) Other investments: ‘Petty trading’, the sale of provisions on table-tops or by 
commuting within the communities, are common means of augmenting 
livelihoods among both LEAP beneficiaries and non-LEAP beneficiaries. 
While the small cash transfer amounts involved do not make huge impacts 




transfers, they would use funds to engage in some of these activities. For 
beneficiaries, such an intention is ambitious. In a rare case, however, a 
beneficiary in Tampaala reported having invested in petty trading using 
funds from LEAP, but has stopped due to ill-health and the increasing 
medical attention that he and his wife needs; 
“I used to sell some provisions (cola, matches). I started this business by using 
ningbaalba sombo. But I don’t do that anymore” – LEAP, Elderly disabled (blind) 
man 
“I will use the money to buy some items and sell them in the community, I’ve 
seen people do it, and it is helping them a lot” – Non-LEAP, Elderly woman 
d. Valuing the health of children and family members 
The issue of laafiilong (health) was among one of the dominant themes among 
participants of the interviews. Being a member of the Government laafia susu (national 
health insurance scheme) was viewed as important to the daily lives and livelihoods 
of participants. Taking care of the health of children and other family members was 
what some cash transfers were spent on and was one of the perceived uses of the 
cash transfers by non-LEAP participants. 
While beneficiaries of LEAP also benefitted from laafia susu, cash transfers were 
spent on the registration and renewal of the laafia susu of children and other family 
members who are not beneficiaries of the LEAP programme. Thus, cash transfers 
were viewed as benefitting the entire household or family. Preferences for using cash 
transfers for health care or utilisation of health services were more common among 
women than men. Women often prioritised the renewal of children’s health insurance 
over other forms of health care. 
“If I get the LEAP money, I can always use it to buy paracetamol. I’ve been 
having waist pains. I even hear they renew their health insurance for them, that 
will help me too” – Non-LEAP, Elderly woman 
“The era of danyaga (herbs) is no more, laafia susu now helps me anytime I am 





“I can now afford to go to the main hospital or clinic or pharmacy rather than 
relying on danyaga (herbs) for treatment” – Chronically ill beneficiary woman 
and caregiver for an aged LEAP beneficiary 
Overall, LEAP transfers have not changed their food purchasing patterns. Food 
purchases made using LEAP transfers have only solved food insecurity temporarily, 
particularly in ‘hunger months’. The food purchases made during the food insecure 
periods are usually staple foods such as maize, millet and yam. There is therefore no 
diversity in the food consumed as a result of the LEAP transfers. However, LEAP 
transfers have improved investments in children’s education and health. This 
underscores the importance that households place on long term investment in their 
children’s education. In terms of livelihood patterns, investments were minor and 
cannot be guaranteed to generate any long-term resilience to food insecurity. Some 
participants partly ascribed the low investment in their livelihood patterns to the small 
magnitude of the cash transfers. 
5.6.3 Decision making on the use of LEAP transfers  
The power dynamics in households influence the use of LEAP transfers. Entrenched 
social norms and values potentially influence decisions within households and 
communities. 
Beneficiaries who receive cash transfers decide what the cash received should be 
used for. For those who cannot, their caregivers, to a large extent, determine how cash 
transfers should be disbursed, although some caregivers indicated that the 
beneficiaries decide how cash transfers are spent. Caregivers for bekpiebe (orphans) 
and some disabled people (ningbatuong) have control over decisions on how to use 
LEAP transfers. Irrespective of who receives the transfer, the cost of collecting the 
transfer was charged to the transfer itself: 
“It is my mother in law …my mother in law [LEAP beneficiary] decides how the 
grants should [be spent]” – LEAP, Female, Caregiver 
“…When I go for the money. I show it to her [mother], she takes mostly the GH¢ 
4 and gives the GH¢ 60 to my wife to look for maize and ingredients to buy” – 




“… I decide the use of the money, I am taking care of them all. All my sons are 
away and come home once in a while” – LEAP, Elderly Female, HH 
5.6.4 The widening inequality gap – declining social networks 
As discussed earlier, the social support structure which has existed in the communities 
included in the study has been declining over the years. Thus, risk sharing is confined 
to individual families or households and not the whole community. LEAP beneficiaries 
perceive that the receipt of the cash has generated a negative view towards them from 
other community members who perceive that the beneficiaries are better off. 
“They say we get paid for doing nothing, and so there is nothing wrong with us, 
so when you have a problem, they don’t help” – LEAP, Older Woman.  
 Another LEAP beneficiary commented; 
“…Can a dog feast at another dog’s faeces? …It means right now; people don’t 
solve other people’s problems for them. People don’t help their colleagues 
anymore, what more we those benefitting from ningbaalba sombo!” – LEAP, 
Single mother (widow) and HH.  
The result is the neglect of those who are chronically poor and food insecure by other 
community members. Estranged communal relationships have caused members of 
the community to focus resources on their households rather than help other 
households. 
5.6.5 Perception of transfer size 
Most LEAP beneficiaries were hesitant in admitting that the size of the cash transfer 
was small relative to the needs of their household. 
“I said it is not sufficient…it is just GH¢70.00…but since I have not done any 
work to get paid such an amount, why wouldn’t I be happy with it?” – LEAP, 
Older man 
Others were more forthcoming:  
“The sixty-two Ghana Cedis, when I pick it up, it doesn’t even reach the house. 
When I walk around in Jirapa, and I am hungry and thirsty, I usually drink a pot 




I come home, I drink pito again [Laughs]. If you don’t do that you will be hungry” 
– LEAP, Older woman, widow and HH 
All community LEAP implementation committee members interviewed, including the 
municipal director of the Department of Social Welfare, agreed on the inadequacy of 
the transfers. Ascribing the inadequacy to the large family sizes and the competing 
needs of the beneficiaries, one of them remarked: 
“…the money is not always enough, for some of them, before they even get 
home, the money is finished” – Male CLIC member 
The tendency towards large family sizes in the research communities meant that any 
cash given to an individual is generally used for the upkeep of the family/household. 
Hence, a beneficiary remarked; 
“Since we are many within my household, I will be happy if the grants are 
increased, but if it cannot be increased, I will not say it should be reduced” – 
LEAP, Older man & HH 
There was a clear indication from some beneficiaries that the value of cash transfers 
should be increased to help cater to the needs of not only the beneficiaries but also 
the whole household. 
5.7 Discussion 
This chapter considers the perspectives of both LEAP beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries on the uses, and perceived uses, of cash transfers. It draws on the 
capabilities approach (Sen, 1997) and the cash transfer livelihood approach (Fisher et 
al., 2017) as an analytical framework to analyse the field data. 
Both LEAP and non-LEAP beneficiaries expressed similar views about the uses of 
cash transfers. However, while LEAP beneficiaries viewed cash transfers as 
inadequate to facilitate asset acquisition or long-term investment in sustainable 
livelihood patterns, non-LEAP beneficiaries perceived cash transfers to be sufficient 
for beneficiaries to engage in these activities. This reflects the need and eagerness of 
non-beneficiaries to benefit from LEAP and explains why LEAP beneficiaries are 
perceived to be ‘lucky’ and ‘enjoying’ their good fortune. The consequence of this is 
that the beneficiaries do not receive communal support from other community 




government of Ghana, as reflected in the 2020 budget statement (Government of 
Ghana, 2019). However, this expansion, in an electioneering year, is viewed by some 
with scepticism. Such expansions may be seen as evidence of the government’s 
desire to use social policy schemes for political gain. This may lead to a selection 
process that may not represent the poorest individuals but people who are politically 
aligned. This amounts to ‘buying out the poor’ as observed with the Bolsa Familia 
Programme in the 2010 Brazilian elections (Yoong, 2011). 
LEAP transfers have the potential to positively impact on the livelihoods of both 
beneficiaries and communities. This is demonstrated by the use of cash transfers for 
education, health, food and, to a lesser extent, asset acquisition and investment in 
livelihood activities. This is consistent with studies that find cash transfers to have a 
positive influence on food consumption (Miller and Tsoka, 2012), healthcare (Asfaw et 
al., 2017) and asset accumulation (Tirivayi et al., 2016) in SSA. Thus, LEAP transfers 
are viewed by both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries as an enabler of sustainable 
livelihoods (Bhandari, 2013). What is intriguing is the desire of older recipients and 
women to invest in the education of children (Alobo Loison, 2019), therefore not 
attaining the immediate benefits (such as eating three meals daily) that may be also 
realised from the use of the cash transfers. Fisher et al. (2017) reported similar findings 
not just in Ghana, but in Ethiopia, Kenya and Zimbabwe. The result is a reduction in 
food and health expenditures of these older beneficiaries. One reason for this 
phenomenon is that educated children are perceived to be more likely to uphold the 
perceived inter-generational contract between children and parents, compared to less 
well-educated offspring. The intergenerational transfer of poverty is potentially averted 
when children are educated and not dependent on agriculture or rural environments 
(Berry and Hirschl, 2017; Bird, 2007). 
While providing such grants can benefit the whole household, providing additional 
support to older, disabled and chronically sick recipients in the form of health 
insurance, food transfers and grants for children within the household would be an 
added benefit. In effect, it is suggested here that complementary social protection 
schemes should prioritise beneficiary households as preferred recipients of such 
interventions are recommended as a solution to some of the problems of chronic 




In assessing the impact of LEAP on beneficiaries, some factors that tend to limit the 
impact of cash transfers are identified. First, the informal institutions (norms, customs, 
chieftaincy) governing the study communities suggest that cash transfers to individuals 
are used for the benefit of the whole household, and sometimes for other communal 
activities such as funerals, naming ceremonies and weddings among other uses. 
Though cash transfers may suffice for an individual or a group’s needs within payment 
intervals, the communal usage of LEAP cash transfers limits these benefits as they 
are distributed across a broader group than intended. While Fisher et al. (2017) and 
Tirivayi et al. (2016) suggest that such communal integration of hitherto excluded 
community members builds social capital, the findings from this study suggest that 
non-beneficiaries are not always sympathetic towards beneficiaries of the programme. 
As a result, beneficiaries are often denied support from other community members, as 
most non-beneficiaries perceive them to be better off.  
Second, the formal procedures involved in receiving cash transfers are associated 
with costs. For instance, some beneficiaries have to travel to cash points and 
sometimes have to wait days to be paid at distribution points. Thus, the costs involved 
in travelling to and from cash points reduces the value of cash transfers. Third, the 
unreliability, infrequency and small size of transfers to very large households also 
affects the potential uses of LEAP transfers. Lastly, the level of food insecurity, 
unavailability of productive assets and gender and power relations can all affect the 
outcomes of LEAP transfers. For instance, power in decision-making with regards to 
the uses of LEAP transfers, in most cases, rests with the recipient of the transfers, 
whose decisions are also mediated by transfer size, irregularity of transfers and the 
cost involved in receiving transfers. Thus, the formal and informal institutions 
governing communities and the LEAP programme to a large extent limit the impact 
LEAP has on beneficiaries. 
5.8 Conclusion 
This study provides evidence that LEAP transfers in remote beneficiary communities 
may introduce social barriers between the beneficiary and non-beneficiary 
households. LEAP cash transfers exacerbate problems linked to the already declining 
level of communal help available to beneficiaries. The notion that LEAP delivers 
adequate assistance to beneficiaries has become entrenched in communities, 




more vulnerable. Concerns about livestock diseases and mortality also restrict LEAP 
beneficiaries from investing surpluses in alternative livelihood activities such as animal 
rearing. While some LEAP beneficiaries have expressed interest in investing 
surpluses in this livelihood activity, the fear of livestock diseases dissuades them from 
investing in these activities. Food systems in communities are seriously impacted by 
adverse effects and little or no effort seems to be made by government authorities to 
rectify these problems. Evidence from this research suggests that agro-ecological 
conditions have threatened livelihood activities and investment in food crop farming. 
This affects investments in agriculture and could explain why most of the respondents 
expressed an interest in investing in children’s education as a long-term livelihood 
investment. 
Cash transfers enhance the capabilities of households. This research has indicated 
that cash transfers have potential to deliver a coping strategy for households. It is 
important to make long-term investments in a social protection scheme that could 
create resilience among households and communities.  
Given that almost all respondents prioritise investment in children’s education, 
representing a long-term form of investment, any novel social protection scheme 
should also consider easing this burden on households and families. Furthermore, the 
communal distribution of cash transfers across households and families may mean 
that transfers are incapable of supporting or meeting the needs of beneficiaries and 
creating resilience to food insecurity. In addition, many beneficiaries may spend a 
considerable proportion of the cash transfers on food purchases during ‘hunger 
months.’ As a result, the research indicates that LEAP transfers could be 
complemented with food transfers, especially during ‘hunger months’ which would 
reduce the amount of cash transfers used in purchasing food. 
5.9 Key lessons informing the design of the survey 
The outcome of preliminary analysis of data from the in-depth interviews informed 
the design of the survey instrument. Table 5.1 below identifies the broad major 
emerging themes from the interviews and the various ways that informed the design 
of the questionnaire for the survey. Appendices X and Y presents samples of the 





Main theme Sub-Themes Lessons for survey design 
Livelihood and Food 
Strategies 
1. Gender specific forms of livelihood patterns existing in various 
communities. Farming as the major means of livelihood in the various 
communities, dominated by men. Pito brewing, Petty trade, Pottery, 
picking of stones, selling of firewood are some of the supplementary 
livelihood patterns which are mostly performed by women. 
 
2. Seasonal migration of youth out of the community posing a threat to 
food security. This is usually done by male children who tend to 
migrate to the Southern Part of Ghana during the dry season to work 
in plantation farms to support families back home. Some other male 
children are also involved in illegal mining (popularly known as 
“galamsey”) where they migrate to these illegal mining sites to work. 
 
Questions relating to the main occupation of the 
household members, different sources of income 
available to the household 
 
Questions relating to the receipt of remittances from 
migrant children 
 
Questions relating to the receipt of any form of 
support (apart from LEAP) from other members of 
the community, e.g. church, community group 
 
Questions relating to the farming or cultivation 
patterns in the study area and the types of crops 
cultivated and yield during the past farming season. 
Inter-Generational 
Contract 
1. The perception of giving birth to children or large families as a source 
of food security and insurance for the future. There is an inter-
generational contract between children and parents that is either 
perceived or implied. 
 
Questions relating to remittances from migrant 
children, either in cash or kind. 
 
Household roster and calculating the total number of 
family members from the roster, household 




1. Understanding of food security as; 
- Having large families to serve as labour force in the farms during the 
rainy season 
- Producing and harvesting a lot from farms during the rainy season 
- Ability to eat and be satisfied and not worry of not getting enough 
food  
- Adults being able to eat and be satisfied throughout the year without 
having to eat smaller portions because they want children to be 
satisfied. 
- Having a good number of animals which can easily be exchanged for 
value to purchase food to feed the family 
Household roster 
 
Acreages of land owned and cultivated by the 
household 
 
Consideration given for the administration of the 
coping strategies index and the household food 
insecurity access scale questionnaire. Both 
measuring household access to food. 
 
Questions to ascertain the agricultural and non-






1. Food insecure months are always from May, June, July, August 
and September. Even though some can start as early as March 
depending on the harvest of the family during the previous season. 
2. During these food insecure months, prices of staple food also 
increase in the markets right until new harvest of that particular 
staple has become abundant in the market. 
Asking questions relating the number of months 
households experience peak food insecurity and the 
duration 
 
Asking questions about the sale of livestock assets 
and the value derived from such sales 
Barriers to Food 
Security or Causes 
of Food Insecurity 
1. Degrading soil fertility because of over cultivation. “my father 
cultivated this land, my father’s father did same and his father’s father 
too as well, the land is no more fertile and these days if you don’t 
apply fertilizer, then forget of any harvest from the land” 
2. Bad weather conditions. “Early rains mean early dry season and 
sometimes, we have late rains and early dry season meaning we only 
have about three months of rain…. The rain pattern is no longer the 
same…. Last year, we had late rains and early dry season….” 
3. Lack of labour force in the farms. “I am all alone at my old age….my 
veins are now tired and cant weed anymore, yet am still forced to 
scratch the earth/land to make a living…all my sons are down-south 
in the plantations, I’ve always asked them to come home and help me 
with the farming and they don’t…I’ve asked them to send me food 
and they’ve always said they haven’t got a good harvest in their 
farms…am all alone now….you give birth to children thinking of them 
helping you when you are old only to 134realize you are all alone at 
you old age….” 
This influence the strategy in the data analysis in 
chapter 6 – the determinants of rural household food 
security. 
 
This influence the choice of questions to ask 
regarding shocks affecting the livelihood and food 
security of both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of 
the LEAP programme. 
LEAP Beneficiaries 1. LEAP beneficiaries consider the transfers as unconditional as they 
are not required to satisfy any condition before the next transfer is 
given. 
2. However, they are however admonished to use the transfers for 
healthy eating, health, and children educational needs. These 
according to LEAP are called LEAP conditionalities. Yet, there is no 
strict processes or punitive measures in place for non-adherence. 
3. Most beneficiaries tend to use transfers for food purposes and 
secondly for educational purposes. They are automatically enrolled 
unto the National Health Insurance (NHI) by virtue of their beneficiary 
status 
4. A one-member beneficiary household receives GHC 64.00, a two-
member beneficiary household receives GHC 76.00, a three-member 
beneficiary household receives GHC 88.00 and a four member and 
above beneficiary household receives GHC 106.00 
Questions on the amount of LEAP transfers received 
and the number of beneficiaries in the household 
 
Uses of transfer by beneficiaries of the LEAP 
programme 
 
Expenditures made from the LEAP programme, and 





5. Beneficiaries however did not say much on the use of funds to buy 
personal effects like clothes, sandals among others. This could be 
due to the insufficient transfers they receive which cannot even cater 
for their basic needs such as food. 
Perception of Non-
LEAP participants 
1. Non-LEAP participants of have always expressed the desire to be 
part of the programme citing their health, age, inability to work and 
large family sizes as reasons they think are tangible enough to 
warrant their inclusion in the programme. 
Influenced analytical strategy. Focused on making 
comparisons between beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries of the LEAP programme. 
Resilience 
approaches 
1. Coping strategies of families are numerous but not limited to the 
community. Among many aspects of coping strategies include the 
following; 
- Reliance on wild vegetables that are gathered to supplement food at 
home 
- Reducing portions of meals eaten at hope and sometimes skipping 
meals and giving priority to children to eat 
- Adult members of the families migrating to the southern part of Ghana 
during the dry season to work in plantations to remit or send food 
home to support families (Resilience mobility??) 
- Families that have livestock tend to sell them in order to buy staple 
food from the market whose prices are mostly increased during the 
food insecure months 
Influence the inclusion and administration of the 
coping strategies index (CSI) questionnaire to 
measure food security. This proxy of food security 
measures the accessibility dimension of food 
security. 
 
This again also informed the inclusion and use of the 
household food insecurity access scale (HFIAS) 
questionnaire. 
 
Both the CSI and HFIAS are based on the behaviour 
and experiences of household when there is 
inadequate access to food. 
Asset acquisition The use of transfer funds to acquire assets is an uncommon 
phenomenon among beneficiaries of LEAP. Though they recognize the 
fact that having livestock is a sure way to attaining food security, they 
also bemoan the fact that the transfer amount is too small to ignore 
present needs and invest in future returns. Hence, most beneficiaries 
usually expend funds on the most pressing needs at the point in time 
(usually being food, health, school fees for children etc.) Notwithstanding 
this assertion, some still manage to invest their transfers in the 
acquisition of livestock. A classic example can be found in Tampaala 
where a widow invested her transfer funds into piggery. However, such 
investment has always been met with animal death caused by animal 
disease outbreaks. This could be one of the reasons why investing in 
livestock is not common among LEAP beneficiaries. Still in Tampaala, 
another woman has been able to purchase a packet of aluminium roofing 
This informed the framing questions to collect data 
on the agricultural and non-agricultural assets of both 
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of the LEAP 
programme. 
This was subsequently important in estimating the 




sheets to convert her wattle and daub roof to a corrugated aluminium 
roof.  
Social Networks 1. Contrary to mainstream knowledge that in a rural setting, families 
related in kinship ties tend to support each other in difficult times, this 
was however not the case. Food insecure household do not receive 
support from kinsmen. Trends have changed in the community to 
such an extent that the only times when they do things and render 
the needed support is during funerals, marriages and naming 
ceremonies. However, extending a helping hand to a kinsman in 
need of food has become obsolete. 
This also informed the framing of questions relating 
to social networks and social inclusion and 
participation. 
 
Questions in the survey included household 
participation in a farmers’ group, marketing 
association, rotating credit schemes, religious 
organisation, women’s group, youth group, among 
many other community social groups. 
Coping strategies of 
HHs (Resilience) 
1. Borrowing 
2. Reliance on wild vegetables (e.g. Kankyire, Bonaagbe, Dunkum etc.) 
and fruits (e.g. mangoes, akiapple etc.) 
3. Skipping meals 
4. Eating smaller portions 
 
This again prompted the use of the coping strategies 
index in the survey. 
 
Table 5.1: Key lessons from qualitative study that informed design of questionnaire 





The in-depth interviews also informed on how to phrase questions for respondents to 
understand. During the in-depth interviews, key catch phrases were identified that 
were very useful in facilitating the smooth administration of survey questionnaires. The 
survey was also re-organised, particularly asking questions relating to household 
roster at the end 
5.10 Summary 
This chapter explored the use of LEAP transfers by beneficiaries and the perceived 
uses of transfers by non-beneficiaries. Notwithstanding the positive impacts of LEAP 
transfers in supporting household consumption patterns, the research presented in 
this chapter shows that the programme has had unintended consequences that 
threaten rural livelihoods of older people (>65 yrs.). The study finds a trend of inter-
generational transfer of poverty from children to parents in ways that makes it difficult 
for households to escape food insecurity. We find that both beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries place more importance in the education of children with the hope that 
educated children will be more likely to uphold the intergenerational contract. In 
addition to the declining social support system that previously existed in communities, 
the programme further exacerbated this by driving a wedge between beneficiaries and 
non-beneficiaries.  
These findings collectively undermine the livelihood and food strategies of vulnerable 
households. The results are the consequences of seasonal food insecurity, which 
could possibly translate into chronic food insecurity. Expenditure associated on 
children and grandchildren’s education could be viewed as an investment made that 
could lead to the development of household resilience. However, this is done at the 
expense of deferring current consumption patterns and/or attempts to attain food 
security or resilience to food insecurity in the medium term. By exploring the 
perspectives of both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries, we present divergent views 
that support the implementation of complementary interventions to target community 
vulnerability. 
One key finding that appears in this chapter are the impediments or risks to livelihood 
patterns which potentially impacts household food security and resilience to food 
insecurity. This therefore begs the question about what determines household food 




security and/or resilience of households to food insecurity? The next chapter 6 of this 
thesis focuses on exploring the determinants of households’ food security by placing 
emphasis on the role of LEAP transfers in determining household food security. 
Chapter 7, which follows chapter 6, considers household resilience to food security 
and explores the various ways LEAP transfers and shocks could potentially limit the 
resilience capacities of households. Therefore, chapter 5, provides support for the 






 Determinants of rural household food security 
6.1 Introduction28 
The previous chapter presented findings from the qualitative data that explored the 
uses and perceived uses of LEAP transfers to beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries 
respectively. A key finding was the role of livelihood impediments that potentially limit 
households’ attempt to attain food security. Using the example of the LEAP 
programme in Ghana, this chapter considers the extent to which the LEAP programme 
in remote rural areas leads to an improvement in household food security. The food 
security status of 71529 households, including both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries 
of the LEAP programme, was assessed using two complementary measures: the food 
consumption score and the coping strategies index. Ordinary least squares, two-stage 
least squares and a linear regression with endogenous treatment models were used 
to examine the determinants of household food security and to explain variations in 
measurements of food security across households. First, this chapter briefly recaps 
the gaps in literature regarding rural household food security and the literature on 
household determinants of food security. The estimation criteria and results are then 
presented, and conclusions made based on the results. 
6.2 Background 
Reducing poverty and improving food security (FS) are prominent targets of the 2015 
United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), indicating that global efforts 
are still required to combat hunger. The Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations (FAO) has estimated that more than 820 million people around the 
world are still food insecure and the majority of these are in low and middle-income 
countries (LMIC) (FAO et al. 2019). Even more disturbing is the fact that more than 2 
billion people in the World suffer from moderate to severe food insecurity. FAO 
estimates that 232.5 and 511.7 million people are undernourished in Africa and Asia 
 
28 This chapter has been submitted as a paper to a peer reviewed journal and is currently under review. 
29 715 households were included, however, due to missing variables ascribed to the inclusion of a new 




respectively (FAO et al. 2017). While Asia has the highest incidence of malnutrition30, 
the prevalence of undernutrition is highest in Africa, where one in three people suffer 
from chronic hunger (FAO et al. 2015). The African Union Commission (AUC) 
prioritises food security by focusing on promoting access to productive assets by 
women and young people (AUC 2018) and encouraging extensive collaboration with 
other development partners. While this is consistent with interventions being adopted 
by regional bodies, national governments have, over the past two decades, 
implemented a wide range of interventions across the continent targeting marginalised 
communities and the extreme poor. 
Social protection31 programmes are among the most frequently adopted poverty and 
food security interventions implemented in SSA. According to Fiszbein and Schady 
(2009) and Pega et al. (2017), more than 37 developing countries have implemented 
some form of social protection programme within the last three decades. Social 
protection schemes in areas such as in healthcare, education, employment, or food 
security, are all common in SSA (Devereux 2016). In Ghana, the capitation32 grant, 
national health insurance scheme and the Livelihood Empowerment Against Poverty 
(LEAP) programme are among several social protection schemes that have been 
implemented and sustained by successive governments.  
Social cash transfers33 (SCT) are one of the most commonly implemented forms of 
social protection in SSA (Bhalla et al. 2016). However, research focusing on their 
impact on household food security has generated mixed results. Cash transfers alone, 
according to Burchi and Strupat (2017) and Banks et al. (2017), have no long-lasting 
effects and thus, do not have a positive impact on diet and nutrition. However, there 
are geographical differences in SCT success. For example, in Burchi and Strupat’s 
(2017) cross-national study, SCTs were identified as being successful in improving 
food consumption and the accumulation of assets in Zambia, Malawi, Ethiopia and 
 
30 Malnutrition generally refers to both undernutrition and over nutrition (Blössner and de Onis 2005). It 
is sometimes construed as having insufficient nutrients or energy intake to live a healthy life or suffering 
from an excess of one form of nutrient that inhibits a healthy life. 
31 Social protection as defined by Taylor (2008) is “a package of policies and programmes with the 
aim of reducing poverty and vulnerability of large segments of the population”. 
32Capitation grants in Ghana provide every pupil enrolled in kindergarten, primary and secondary public 
schools with $3.30 per academic year. 
33 This is the provision of assistance, in the form of cash, delivered either physically or through an 
electronic medium to beneficiaries who are mostly made up of individuals, households or communities 




Kenya, but not in Ghana and Tanzania. In Ghana, this finding was based on 
concerning the Ghanaian Cash Transfer Programme in which Handa et al. (2014) 
identified that beneficiaries of the programme did not show any improvement in food 
or non-food consumption patterns, employment or the accumulation and use of 
productive assets.  
However, given the multidimensional drivers of food security which imply that different 
factors affect it at different scales, this study aimed to analyse the food security impacts 
of a specific SCT programme (LEAP), amongst households in a remote rural area of 
Ghana, and to identify the determinants of food security for both LEAP beneficiaries 
and non-beneficiaries.  
In the research presented here, the impact of the LEAP programme on household food 
security is assessed in four steps. First, the food security status of LEAP and non-
LEAP beneficiaries is measured using both the FCS and the CSI. Second, we explore 
the determinants of household food security using an ordinary least squares model. 
Third, we re-estimated the model using an instrumental variable (IV) approach in order 
to address biased and inconsistent OLS estimates because of the endogeneity 
problem. Lastly, we used a linear regression model with endogenous treatment 
(LRET) to assess the impact of the LEAP programme, controlling for both endogenous 
effects and selection bias.  
The rest of this paper is organised as follows; Section 2 discusses the determinants 
of rural household food security. Section 3 provides information on the LEAP 
programme in Ghana. Materials and methods as well as the data and analytical 
strategy in Section 4. In Section 5, we present the empirical results of the study. 
Discussion and conclusions are presented in Sections 6 and 7 respectively. 
6.3 Determinants of rural household food security 
Food security is defined by the FAO as “when all people, at all times, have physical, 
social and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary 
needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life” (FAO 1996). This definition 
depicts the common framework of availability, accessibility, utilisation and stability that 
are fundamental to food security (Bhalla et al. 2016). Previous research has focused 
on these factors to help understand the determinants of food security (Abdullah et al., 




FCS (WFP 2008), HFIAS (FANTA 2007) and the CSI (Maxwell and Caldwell 2008) 
have been developed to assess food security at household and individual levels. 
Previous studies suggest that household-level food security in developing countries, 
particularly SSA is determined by a variety of factors which may include gender, age, 
education, income, marital status and occupation of the household head (Mustapha, 
et al. 2016; Abdullah et al. 2017; Nkegbe et al. 2017; Ngema et al. 2018; Owo, 2018; 
Ragasa et al. 2019). For example, better educated, married and male household 
heads were all more likely to be food secure in Ghana, Nigeria and Ethiopia (Nkegbe 
et al. 2017; Owoo, 2018; Birhane et al. 2014). However, households with older 
household heads, a higher number of dependents, unemployed household heads, or 
household heads who were casual labourers, were more likely to be food insecure in 
Northern Pakistan, Northern Ghana and Southern Ethiopia (Abdullah et al. 2017; 
Nkegbe et al. 2017; Tantu et al. 2017). While having a large household size could 
have a positive impact on food security (Mustapha et al. 2016; Owoo 2018), the 
converse could also be true (Birhane et al. 2014). Large households serve as 
agricultural labour on farms, while smaller households could find it easier to meet the 
food needs of household members. 
Studies have also identified household assets as a significant determinant of 
household food security. Both agricultural assets, such as livestock, land, crops, 
agricultural equipment (Kassie et al. 2014; Mustapha et al. 2016; Nkegbe et al. 2017; 
Ragasa et al. 2019) and non-agricultural assets, such as the ownership of a house, 
mobile phones and motorcycles, among others (Kassie et al. 2014; Nkegbe et al. 
2017; Tantu et al. 2017) affect rural household food security in SSA. For instance, 
Ragasa et al. (2019) observed in Malawi that the joint management of large areas of 
farmland by spouses was likely to lead to better food security outcomes. In a different 
study, Nkegbe et al. (2017) observed in Ghana that some households relied on the 
sale of livestock to augment their food security status. Such sales are often made as 
an emergency measure and thus may not command much value. 
Non-farm work also plays an important role in determining rural household food 
security (Owusu et al. 2011; Dzanku 2019). Dzanku (2019) found in Ghana that 
households that were engaged in off-farm employment, particularly male-headed 




income streams could lead to a household being more food secure. Remittances 
(Mango et al. 2014) and access to credit facilities (Abdullah et al. 2017; Ngema et al. 
2018) were also identified as important indicators of household food security. 
Shocks and risks in the food system tend to decrease the food security of rural 
households. Such shocks may include inflation, the illness or death of a family member 
(Abdullah et al. 2017), agricultural pests and diseases, and the impacts of climate 
change (Phalkey et al. 2015). While these shocks can be mitigated, their influence in 
the food system, if not properly managed, can result in chronic household food 
insecurity. 
6.4 Livelihood Empowerment Against Poverty (LEAP) Programme 
Established in 2008, the LEAP programme is a SCT programme in Ghana aimed at 
supporting extremely poor households (Ministry of Gender, Children and Social 
Protection 2019). It is sponsored by the Government of Ghana (GoG) with support 
from development partners such as the World Bank, UNICEF and the UK Department 
for International Development (DFID). It is implemented by the Ministry of Gender, 
Children and Social Protection (MGCSP) at the national level and by Social Welfare 
Departments (SWD) at the local level. LEAP currently has over 90,000 beneficiaries 
in around 144 districts of Ghana (GoG 2019). Cash payments are made to 
beneficiaries who are selected based on eligibility criteria that were established at the 
inception of the programme. Currently, a one-member household receives GHC 64 
(US $12.55), with GHC 76 (US $14.90) for households with two eligible beneficiaries 
and GHC 88 (US $17.25) and GHC 106 (US $20.78), respectively, where there are 
three and four or more eligible members in a household. Payments are made every 
two months to the beneficiaries. This is relatively low given the regional average of 
daily household per capita expenditure is GHC 24.73 (US $4.77), with that of the study 
district being lower GHC 20.40 (US $3.91) than the regional average (Guvele et al. 
2016). 
LEAP is both a conditional and an unconditional cash transfer scheme. Conditionally, 
LEAP is targeted at the following groups of people: 
(e) The elderly (aged 65 and above) who are weak and incapable of work and/or 
have no one to care for them; 




(g) People with specific disabilities and who are unable to work because of their 
disability; and 
(h) Orphaned and vulnerable children (OVC). 
Unconditionally, LEAP also supports households and communities that have been 
affected by natural disasters (Emergency LEAP). In such circumstances, a one-off 
payment is made together with relief items that are given to affected households and 
communities. LEAP also supports pregnant women in highly deprived rural areas for 
the first 100 days of their pregnancy. This pilot programme is known as LEAP 100 and 
seeks to offer support to enhance the nutrition of pregnant women (GoG 2019). 
6.5 Materials and Methods 
6.5.1 Study area and data collection 
The questionnaire was developed, based on in-depth interviews that were conducted 
among beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of the LEAP programme in rural 
communities in the Jirapa municipality in the Upper West region of Ghana. Data 
collection was carried out between February and June 2018. According to the Ghana 
poverty map, the Upper West Region is the poorest region in the country, with a 
poverty headcount of 69.4% of the population, of which Jirapa is 71.4% (GSS 2015). 
The recent Ghana Household Register (GNHR) also rates the Jirapa municipality as 
the third poorest district in the Upper West region with 8,771 (12.5%) people being 
extremely poor (GNHR 2018). The majority of households in the study area practice 
subsistence agriculture, with a high rate of youth migration out of the area. Figures 6.1 





Source: Constructed using google maps 





Figure 6.2: Map of study area showing study communities 
Source: Adapted from Jirapa Municipal Assembly, 2018  
Jirapa contains around 13,000 households with over 6,300 households currently 
benefitting from the LEAP programme. Ten communities were selected for the survey 
to be carried out. This was done based on a stratified sampling strategy and according 
to the decentralisation structure of Ghana. 
A structured questionnaire was randomly administered to 715 households within the 
study area. This comprised 316 beneficiaries and 399 non-beneficiaries of LEAP. The 
questionnaire was designed to gather data on household characteristics, livelihood 
strategies, household asset base (both agricultural and non-agricultural), household 
production and consumption patterns, neighbourhood and community characteristics, 
engagement with the LEAP programme, and social participation. Furthermore, to 
assess the FS of households, the study also administered the FCS and CSI 
questionnaires. The resulting FCS and CSI measures were used as proxies for 
estimating household food security status.  
As discussed in section 6.3, food security is multidimensional. Therefore, a 




indication of the food security status of a given sample or population. The FCS and 
CSI indicators were used in the analysis of household food security as they measure 
different dimensions of food security. The FCS measures dietary diversity and the 
quality of food consumed while the CSI measures behaviours relating to food 
accessibility. The HFIAS indicator of food security was not used as it also measures 
the accessibility of food by posing questions on households’ experiences with food 
insecurity. 
6.5.2 Measurement of food security 
6.5.2.1 Food Consumption Score (FCS) 
FCS measures the consumption frequency of different food groups by a household 
(Food and Nutrition Technical Assistance, 2007). The food consumption questionnaire 
covers nine food groups (staples, pulses, vegetables, fruits, meat and fish, milk, sugar, 
oil and condiments). The frequencies of consumption for each food group within a 
seven day period are summed and then multiplied by the various weights assigned to 
the food groups; the weights representing the nutritional importance of the food group; 
for example, staples (have a weighting of 2), pulses (3), vegetables (1), fruit (1), meat 
and fish (4), milk (4), sugar (0.5), oil (0.5) and condiments (0)). The weighted estimates 
are then summed to create the household FCS. According to Mango et al. (2017) and 
the European Food Safety Authority (2009), the formula for calculating FCS can be 
given as: 
 
FCS = a1 × f (cereal or tubers) + a2 × f (pulse) + a3 × f (milk) + a4 × f (fruit) + a5 
× f (meat and      fish) + a6 × f (sugar) + a7 × f (vegetables) + a8 × f (oil) + a9 × f 
(condiments)          (1) 
where FCS = Food Consumption Score, f = frequency of food consumption, a = the 
weighted value of the food group. 
Based on the FCS, different thresholds which determine whether a household has 
poor food security, borderline food security and acceptable food security can be 
identified. Also, based on the frequency of the scores and knowledge of the food 
consumption behaviour of the region or population under study, the results can be 
adjusted to reflect the dietary diversity of the community. To this end, two thresholds 




(FANTA 2007). The threshold of 21 and 35 is used if the consumption of sugar and oil 
is proportional, or positively correlated, to other food categories. If not positively 
correlated, the thresholds of 28 and 42 are used (FANTA, 2007). These thresholds 
were further categorised into food secure (acceptable food security) and food insecure 
(borderline and poor food security) (Maxwell et al. 2014). These measures can be 
used to track the cyclical changes in households’ food security status, for example, in 
determining the food security status of a given population during the peak and off-peak 
farming seasons. These measures are useful for comparing the food security status 
of households in different locations and can be an effective tool in project monitoring 
and evaluation. These weights were assigned following a dietary recommendation and 
have been tested and validated for developing countries.  
6.5.2.2 Coping Strategies Index (CSI) 
As food security is multidimensional (Maxwell et al. 2014) and no single indicator 
adequately captures it, the FCS indicator was complemented by another indicator for 
food security, the CSI. In composing the CSI tool for a community, the basic question 
asked is “what do you do when you don’t have enough food and don’t have enough 
money to buy food” (Maxwell and Caldwell 2008). This research adopted the ‘coping’ 
questions that were developed for Ghana, Kenya and Uganda during the development 
of the CSI. Eleven ‘coping’ questions that are peculiar to the study communities were 
posed to participants. Households were asked whether they had used any of the 
coping strategies within the last 30 days before the survey. Follow-up questions were 
asked in order to reveal how often the various coping strategies had been used over 
the last 30 days. The frequency values ranged between 0 and 4, where 0 refers to 
never; 1 refers to hardly at all (< once a week); 2 refers to occasionally (1 – 2 
times/week); 3 refers to frequently (3 – 6 times/week) and 4 refers to every day. We 
adopted the severity weights that were developed for Ghana and Kenya during the 
development of the CSI (Maxwell and Caldwell 2008). The severity weights were then 
multiplied by the frequencies and the product summed to get the coping strategy 
scores of households. A high CSI score indicates greater food insecurity, while low 
scores indicate food security or a low food insecurity status. The classification method 
provided by Coates et al. (2007) and FAO (2007) was used to categorise households 




6.6 Descriptive statistics 
Table 6.1 presents a summary of the descriptive statistics. The average age for both 
LEAP and non-LEAP participants is 54 years. LEAP beneficiary households are made 
up of 56.6% male household heads and 43.4% female household heads, and non-
LEAP beneficiary households are 54.0% male and 46.0% female, with a statistically 
significant chi-square statistic (X2=6.408). Only 10% of the sample is educated, 14.6% 
LEAP and 6.8% non-LEAP and this is significantly associated with participation in the 
programme. 
LEAP households in the sample were also found to have larger household sizes and 
larger areas of cultivable land compared to their non-LEAP counterparts. On average, 
around two household members in beneficiary households benefited from the LEAP 
programme, which corresponds to the average amount that beneficiaries receive from 
LEAP payments (GHC 73.68) for a two-beneficiary household. Also, most LEAP 
households have been benefiting from the programme for about four years. In terms 
of food security status, LEAP beneficiaries are more food secure based on both 
indicators of food security. This could mean that LEAP beneficiaries cope with food 
insecurity by consuming diverse foods and by adopting less severe coping 
mechanisms compared to non-beneficiaries. As such, transfers could be a coping 
strategy, preventing households from going beyond the threshold of food insecurity. 
This, however, varies a lot from household to household and could be associated with 






Variable Description Obs. 
All sample Non-LEAP (A) LEAP (B) Diff.(A-B) 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD t/X2 test 
Dependent  
FCS Food consumption score – higher values stand for 
food security and vice versa (Continuous)  
715 32.11 13.15 32.08 13.11 32.14 13.23 -0.063 
CSI Coping strategies index – lower values stand for food 
security and vice versa 
(Continuous)  
715 25.39 23.98 26.73 25.99 23.69 21.09 1.682** 
Exogenous 
SEX Sex or gender of household head (Dummy:1=male, 
0=female) 
715 0.513 0.500 0.47 0.50 0.56 0.500 6.408** 
DPR Dependency ratio of household (Continuous) 715 0.90 0.54 0.90 0.59 0.90 0.48 0.068 
log_incom
e 
The natural log of the total income of household 
members (Continuous) 
519 4.82 1.38 4.83 1.36 4.80 1.40 0.237 
LEDU Level of education of household members 
(Dummy:1=literate, 0=illiterate) 
715 0.10 0.30 0.068 0.25 0.15 0.35 11.673*** 
HHSize Square of the household size (Continuous) 715 5.68 3.44 5.51 3.41 5.88 3.48 -1.409 
HHSize_S
q 
Household size (Continuous) 715 44.04 71.33 41.99 73.13 46.63 69.01 -0.863 





Obs. All sample Non-LEAP (A) LEAP (B) Diff.(A-B) 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD t/X2 test 
MOCC Main occupation of the household (Dummy: 
1=agriculture, 0=otherwise) 
715 0.93 0.25 0.91 0.28 0.96 0.20 5.578** 
Older Age category of the household head (Dummy: 
1=Older (age≥60), 0 = otherwise) 
715 0.38 0.48 0.38 0.48 0.38 0.49 0.0003 
FSIZE Farm size of household (including farmlands not 
cultivated in the previous season) 
(Continuous) 
715 6.43 7.78 6.12 8.75 6.83 6.34 -1.210 
FOODR Food ratio (proportion of household total income 
spent on food) (Continuous) 
715 0.219 6.67 0.101 8.13 0.118 4.05 3.630*** 
Endogenous 
BS Beneficiary status of the household in the LEAP 
programme (Dummy: 1=LEAP, 0=non-LEAP) 
715 0.44 0.49      
Instrument 
NIS Number of income sources available to the household 
(Continuous) 
715 0.64 1.04 0.71 1.14 0.54 0.89 2.192** 
LSPD Self-reported shock occurrence of livestock pests and 
diseases (Dummy: 1=yes, 0=no) 
715 0.46 0.50 0.42 0.49 0.50 0.50 4.501** 
 
Table 6.1: Descriptive statistics of household characteristics 




6.6.1 Food Security status of LEAP and non-LEAP households 
The study further calculated food security categories according to the approach 
suggested by Maxwell et al. (2014) and FANTA (2007). Households were 
subsequently categorised into acceptable, borderline and poor food security groups 
for FCS and food secure, moderately food secure and severely food insecure for CSI. 
Based on the FCS, the majority of the households (43.4%) were on the borderline of 
food security (FCS between 21 and 35), 35.3% of households had acceptable levels 
of food security (FCS >35) and 21.3% poor food security (FCS < 21). Non-
beneficiaries of LEAP are more food secure, with 36% being acceptably food secure 
compared to 34% of beneficiaries. In a similar vein, a slightly greater proportion of 
non-LEAP beneficiaries are found to be food secure (7.3%) when the CSI is used to 
measure food security, compared to 6.9% of beneficiaries. Both LEAP and non-LEAP 
groups have very high percentages of households that would be classified as ‘severely 
food insecure’ using the CSI criteria. A total of 62.2% are severely food insecure, 
30.6% are moderately food insecure, and just 7.0% are food secure. The food 
insecurity status of LEAP beneficiaries could explain their inclusion in the programme. 
This could also mean that the programme is well-targeted at people and households. 





Figure 6.3: Food Security status among LEAP and non-LEAP households 
Note: CSG – Coping Strategies Groups; FCG – Food Consumption Groups 
6.7  Data and analytical strategy  
In this chapter, the main objective was to estimate the determinants of household food 
security with particular emphasis on households’ participation in a government social 
protection programme. It was hypothesised that members of households benefitting 
from this SCT programme will be more food secure. To estimate the determinants of 
household food security, an OLS model was first applied. Considering the 
inconsistencies in OLS results which may result from the effects of endogenous 
variables, IV methods was employed. A two-stage least squares (2sls) model to 
control for endogeneity in the model was used. Finally, given the interest in exploring 
the impact of LEAP on its beneficiaries, a linear regression was used with endogenous 
treatment effects to control for both endogeneity and selection bias. This allows 





6.7.1 Ordinary least squares (OLS) 
Considering the nature of the responses from the indicators of food security, OLS 
models were used to examine the association between the food security and the 
beneficiary status of households participating in the LEAP programme as well as other 
key determinants. Following Mango et al. (2017), the OLS model is specified as 
follows: 
 
 FShi = β + γBShi + λXhi + µhi      (2) 
 
where the subscript h denotes the hth household, FSh is the household food security 
status (where i=1 if the status of household food security is determined using FCS and 
i=2 if the status of household food security is determined using CSI) estimated as 
described in the previous section, BSh is the beneficiary status of a household (i.e. at 
least one household member benefitting from the LEAP programme). Xh is a vector of 
household socio-demographic characteristics and farm asset holdings of the 
household (Table 6.1), β is the intercept, γ and λ are coefficients to be estimated, and 
µh is the robust error term. 
This study was also interested in establishing a cogent association between the 
beneficiary status of participants of the LEAP programme and food security within the 
study area. From the recent literature, Burchi and Strupat (2017) ascertain that cash 
transfers to poor households contribute towards improving households’ food 
consumption. Thus, the implementing agency’s selection of participants in the LEAP 
programme is based on the livelihood activities of individuals, households and to a 
large extent, communal resources. The aged, chronically sick, disabled and orphaned 
children fall within the category of people with poor livelihood activities. Hence, 
individuals or households with better livelihood activities are more likely to be excluded 
from the programme. In this instance, it was assumed that the beneficiary status of 
participants was jointly determined with the food security status in which beneficiaries 
of the programme were more likely to have very low food security and vice versa. This 




Endogeneity34 occurs when the explanatory variables are correlated with the error 
term in the model. In other words, endogeneity exists when one or more independent 
variables are jointly determined with the dependent variable. This can be expressed 
as: 
 
 Cov (Xhi’ µhi) ≠ 0         (3) 
 
6.7.2 Instrumental Variable (2sls) regression 
As explained in (2) and (3), using the Hausman test35, BS is an endogenous variable 
which is correlated with the error term of the model. To address the endogeneity in 
(2), an IV approach is used. This approach uses a 2sls procedure to deal with 
endogeneity. To control for the endogenous variable, BS, we have to set up 
instruments z for BS which are correlated with BS, but uncorrelated with FCS and CSI. 
Then we can consistently estimate γ by adapting a three-stage procedure put forward 
by Adams et al. (2009). First, a binary response model (probit) of the determinants of 
participation in the LEAP programme (BS) is estimated. Second, the fitted probabilities 
of BS and third we estimate γ by instrumental variables for BS are computed.  
There are many reasons why the three-stage approach is preferred. First, this 
procedure deals with the ‘forbidden regression problem’ which often occurs when the 
‘pseudo-IV’ is used to estimate a binary endogenous variable (Wooldridge 2013). It, 
therefore, takes the binary nature of the endogenous variable into account in the 
estimation process.  Second, the binary response model in the first stage need not be 
correctly specified, although other estimation methods may require a correctly 
specified model (Adams et al. 2009). Third, the three-stage procedure also ensures 
that the errors are still asymptotically valid (Wooldridge 2002).  
 
34 Endogeneity may also arise not only as a result of measurement error or reverse causality, but also 
when unobservable factors influence the outcome variable and regressors (omitted variables). In this 
paper, we assume the latter. One of the main tenets in an OLS regression is that none of the explanatory 
variables should be unrelated with the error term of the model error (E (u│x) = 0). 
35 Popularly known as the Hausman specification test, it tests for endogenous regressors in a regression 





Following Adams et al. (2009), to deal with a continuous outcome and an endogenous 
binary covariate and explore the causal link between BS and FS, equation (2) is now 
estimated using 2sls, which can be rewritten as:  
 
 FShi = β + λXhi + γb BShi + µhi       (4) 
 
Here it is assumed that the BS of participants will depend on Z instruments and a set 
of covariates Xh. Therefore, our sub-model is specified as follows: 
 
 BShi = δb Zhi +λXhi + vhi        (5) 
 
Here, Xh is a vector of possible exogenous covariates, BSh is a binary endogenous 
covariate, Zh is a vector of instrumental variables which are correlated with BS, but 
uncorrelated with FSI and CSI, µh and vh are the errors of (4) and (5) respectively 
which are assumed to be correlated with and are bivariate normal with Var(µh) = σ2, 
Var(vh) = 1, and Cov(µh’  vh) = ρσ2.  
The first variable used as an instrument is a count variable which indicates the number 
of income sources available to the household. Having different income sources does 
not usually translate to food security as households may not be spending this income 
on food. It could also represent a deliberate attempt by the household to escape rural 
life by seeking off-farm jobs in urban centres – a view consistent with arguments made 
by Ragasa et al. (2019) and Dzanku (2019) on off-farm migrant labour. The second 
instrumental variable is a binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the household 
experienced livestock pests and diseases within the past 12 months and 0 if otherwise. 
The mere occurrence of the LSPD shock does not directly affect FCS and CSI scores. 
To test whether the instruments were strong, we checked whether they were good 
predictors of BS and poor for FCS and CSI by observing the direction and magnitude 




6.7.3 Linear regression with endogenous treatment effects (LRET) 
Since LEAP is a government intervention programme in poor rural areas, and funding 
limitations mean that not all members of the population are covered, it is important to 
understand the impact of the programme on beneficiaries. Therefore, to compare the 
impact of this programme on household food security status, beneficiary status of 
participants was a treated group to compare with those who did not participate in LEAP 
(control group). From (4), (5) and (6), BS is identified as the treatment variable, making 
it an endogenous treatment variable. Therefore, a Linear Regression with an 
Endogenous Treatment Effect (LRET) was applied to control for both endogeneity and 
selection bias (treatment effects) as well as the variations in the profile characteristics 
of households and some farm asset holdings of households. This technique allows a 
model to fit estimating the average treatment effects (ATE) with an endogenous 
binary-treatment variable. This model draws on the Heckman two-stage selection 
model (Heckman, 1976, 1978). Wooldridge (2010) and Cameron and Trivedi (2005) 
discuss this empirical approach in detail. 
Recall (4) and (5), an endogenous treatment regression model is now formulated as: 
 
 FShi = β + λXhi + γBShi + uhi      (6) 
 
It was noted previously that BS could also be affected by unobservable variables which 
depend on the instrumental variables Z and a set of covariates Xh specified in Table 
5.1. Therefore, the sub-model is as follows: 
 
 BShi = δb Zhi + λXhi + vhi        (7) 
 
Hence BS is observed by the following condition: 
 
 BShi = !
1, if	δ(!" + *!" > 0
	0, otherwise												










From (2), (4) and (6), the study is interested in knowing how the average outcome of 
a beneficiary of LEAP (y1) would change if such a person or household were to be a 
non-beneficiary (y0). Following Maitra and Prasada Rao (2018), we fit a model using 
treatment effect estimators that enables us to estimate the average treatment effect 
(ATE), that is the mean difference (y1 - y0) and the average treatment effect on the 
treated (ATET), that calculates the mean of the difference (y1 - y0). ATE and ATET in 
our case are the same as the coefficient estimated since there is no interaction with 
the endogenous variable. The average marginal effects are presented in Table 6.4 
with their respective significance levels. 
This model assumes that, given (x, z), cov[z, vh] = cov[uh, z] = cov[x, uh] = 0, but 
cov[FS, z] ≠ 0. Considering these assumptions, (λ, γ) are coefficients estimated where 
γ estimates both the ATE and ATET. If γ is positive for FCS, it will imply that being a 
beneficiary of the LEAP (treated) programme increases the household food security 
of the beneficiaries; and if negative for CSI, it would mean less food insecurity among 
beneficiaries of the LEAP programme. The model also provides further determinants 
of household food security status in (6) and determinants of BS in (7). 
The number of income sources available to a household (NIS) and whether the 
household has suffered from livestock pests and diseases over the last 12 months 
(LSPD) were used as instrumental variables for (4), (5), (6) and (7). The number of 
income sources represents livelihood diversification of households and therefore 
determines income levels (Adem et al. 2018). Because the LEAP programme 
specifically targets individuals or households having features of extreme poverty, the 
number of income sources available to the household will determine whether 
households are included as beneficiaries or not. Livestock assets also play an 
important role in defining who is well-off or not in traditional rural communities in SSA 
(FAO et al. 2009). A household’s wealth is estimated based on the number of livestock 
the household owns (Bashir et al. 2012). Hence, having been affected by livestock 




et al. 2009) and exposes them to a variety of shocks including livelihood shocks. 
Besides, many of the older members of the study community are engaged in livestock 
rearing. 
It is important to note that the instrumental variables Z and the vector X are the same 
in equations (4) and (6). The differing feature is the command used. All models have 
been analysed using STATA 16.0. The OLS results in equation (2) have been 
estimated using the regress with robust standard errors command. We use the 
Hausman Test to check for endogeneity in the OLS model to establish the 
inconsistency in the estimates. In equations (4) and (5), following the three-step 
approach, probit and ivregress (2sls) option were used. A probit model was first used 
to estimate the endogenous variable. The fitted values were then used in the 2sls 
model. We use the maximum likelihood function in etregress for equations (6) and (7) 
to estimate the linear regression model with binary endogenous treatment. We specify 
the treat option, which contains our sub-model (7). We use the significance level (p < 
0.05) of the likelihood ratio test (rho) to reject the null hypothesis that there is no 
correlation between the errors of LEAP beneficiaries and food security. If p<0.05, this 
technique is therefore appropriate and preferable to the 2sls and OLS models. Again, 
we specified the robust command to control for Heteroscedasticity in our estimates. 
We estimate the marginal effects of significant variables to explain the results of this 
study. 
Following Maxwell et al. (2014), the high scores for FCS indicate food security and low 
scores indicate food insecurity. By contrast, low scores for CSI are a sign of food 
security, while high scores indicate food insecurity (Coates et al. 2007). For FCS, a 
positive sign in the estimates shows that a variable is expected to be related to greater 
food security, while a negative sign suggests the opposite. In interpreting results for 
CSI, a negative sign is associated with lower food security, and a positive sign means 
high food insecurity. The dependent variables are the FCS and CSI measures. Given 
the nature of the dependent variables, it is hypothesised that a set of variables, 
including participation in the LEAP programme, will affect the food security status of 
households. These variables were carefully selected based on the literature, and a 
correlation test was conducted. We eliminated variables that have correlation 




and HHSize_Sq. Multicollinearity is therefore not an issue within models specified in 
the previous section. 
6.8 Empirical results 
Table 6.2 presents the results for key determinants of FCS and CSI using OLS, 2sls, 
and LRET. The F-test for Models (1) was correctly specified and statistically significant 
at 1% level of significance (p = 0.005) and a mean variance inflation factor of 1.77. An 
indication that the variables included in the models jointly explain the dependent 
variables. Multicollinearity is not a problem for this analysis as the highest correlation 
metric is 0.33 which is observed for SEX and FSIZE. However, the endogeneity 
problems were identified since the Hausman Test was significant for Model (1) at the 
1% level (p = 0.005). The study, therefore, accept the null hypothesis that the error 
term of the OLS model is correlated with the regressors. This therefore leads to biased 
and inconsistent OLS estimates. Here, we find that the BS of participants is not 
statistically associated with both FCS and CSI when using OLS. 
Dep. Variable Food Security (FCS) 
 OLS IV (2sls) LRET 
Indep. Variables Model (1) Model (2) Model (3) 
SEX 2.595** (1.182) 2.443* (1.290) 2.457* (1.272) 
DPR -0.777 (0.914) -0.542 (0.954) -0.564 (0.941) 
log_Income -1.030** (0.417) -1.198 (0.462) -1.182 (0.453) 
LEDU 7.063*** (2.622) 4.037 (3.077) 4.321 (3.127) 
HHSize_Sq -0.042*** (0.012) 0.809** (0.352) 0.823** (0.346) 
HHSize 0.961*** (0.319) -0.034** (0.013) -0.0347*** (0.0131) 
TLU 1.260*** (0.400) 1.107** (0.461) 1.121** (0.452) 
MOCC -3.949 (2.970) -6.046* (3.361) -5.850* (3.503) 
FSIZE 0.150* (0.079) 0.146* (0.077) 0.146* (0.0766) 
FOODR -0.183*** (0.054) -0.079 (0.065) -0.0889 (0.0581) 
Older -1.352*** (1.131) -1.422 (1.230) -1.416 (1.212) 
BS (LEAP) -1.190 (1.076) 11.073** (4.979) 9.924** (4.453) 
Constant 35.201***(4.058) 33.385***(4.506) 33.555*** (4.301) 






NIS  -0.170***(0.056) -0.172*** (0.0514) 




SEX  0.046 (0.124) 0.0334 (0.124) 
DPR  -0.0612(0.107) -0.0341 (0.105) 
log_Income  0.0381(0.042) 0.0426 (0.0426) 
LEDU  0.716***(0.199) 0.754*** (0.217) 
HHSize  0.039(0.0379) 0.0435 (0.0411) 
HHSize_Sq  -0.0018(0.0016) -0.002 (0.002) 
TLU  0.024(0.038) 0.0262 (0.0415) 
MOCC  0.610**(0.260) 0.638** (0.271) 
FSIZE  0.002 (0.006) 0.002 (0.007) 
FOODR  -0.032(0.021) -0.0339 (0.0211) 
Older  0.026(0.120) 0.0431 (0.120) 
Constant  -1.222***(0.396) -1.289*** (0.410) 
    
No. of obs 519 519 519 
F(12, 506) 8.19   
Prob > F 0.0000   
R-squared 0.1649 0.0020  
Root MSE 11.966 13.203  
Wald chi2(12)  80.99 84.76 
Prob > chi2  0.0000 0.0000 
Durbin Chi2  7.596***  
Wu Hausman test  7.699***  
Cragg-Donald Wald test  11.044  
Sargan test  1.4312  
p-value of Sargan test  0.4889  
rho   -0.551 (0.175) 
Wald test (rho=0)   6.11 
p-value of Wald likelihood 
ratio (rho) test 
  0.0135 
 
Table 6.2: Results for the FCS indicator for food security 
Note: *, ** and *** denote the significant levels at 10%, 5% and 1% significance levels 
respectively. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. The model for the first stage 
of IV regression was correctly specified: Wald Chi2 = 47.68 (p-value = 0.005); Pseudo 
R2 is 0.0779. 
To address the endogeneity, we now apply the 2sls method to control for the 




construed as evidence of the true determiners of household food security. NIS and 
LSPD are used as the set of instruments for BS. The Cragg-Donald Wald F-test (F-
test from the first stage analysis) is applied to test for the weak instruments. Our result 
of Cragg-Donald Wald F-test is higher than 10, and this suggests that the set of 
instruments is valid and strong. Besides, the Durbin and Wu-Hausman tests are also 
significant at the 5% level. Therefore, we reject the null hypothesis that all variables 
are exogenous and conclude that BS is an endogenous variable. Since we have only 
one endogenous variable and two instrumental variables, the Sargan test is used to 
check for over-identification. The test is statistically insignificant (p>0.05), indicating 
that over-identification is satisfied. Thus, we conclude that the set of instrumental 
variables are valid and strong instruments. The effect of the beneficiary status of 
respondents is now significant and positively associated with FCS, with coefficients 
larger than that of the OLS results (see Model (2)). 
One of the main objectives is to estimate the impact of the beneficiary status of LEAP 
participants on household food security as compared to non-beneficiaries. The 2sls 
estimates in Table 6.2 only control for endogeneity but fail to account for selection 
bias. Therefore, Model (3) is then regressed to control for both binary endogenous 
variable and selection bias (self-reported measure into LEAP) using linear regression 
with endogenous treatment effects (LRET)36. In Model (3), the Wald Chi-square test 
of independent equations (rho = 0) is applied to test for the correlation between the 
errors of beneficiary status (endogenous and selection equation) and FCS (main 
equation). The result is statistically significant at the 5% level (p < 0.05). Therefore, 
this technique is appropriate for the analysis, and we assert that BS is an endogenous 
variable in this model. This correlation parameter is -0.55 indicating that unobservable 
factors that increase FCS tend to be associated with other unobservable factors that 
decrease the likelihood of a household participating in the LEAP programme.  
From Model (3), our key findings show that all point estimates for FCS are statistically 
significant, with the exception of FOODR and Older. The coefficients of SEX, HHSize 
and HHSize-Sq., TLU, FSIZE and MOCC are all positive and statistically significant 
for the FCS indicator for food security. The positive estimates for FCS indicate that 
 
36 The rationale for using LRET is because our endogenous variable is the same as our selection 
variable. This allows us to control for unobservable factors that explain why participants are included in 




these determiners increase the scores of FCS leading to food security. For instance, 
an additional person joining a household contributes to an increase in FCS by 0.43. 
Similarly, an additional unit increase in livestock (measured in TLU) and farm size 
(measured in hectares) leads to an increase in FCS by 1.12 and 0.15, respectively. 
Also, food security of male-headed households increases by 2.46 greater than the 
food security of female-headed households. Surprisingly, however, households with 
agriculture as the main occupation were 5.85 less food secure compared to those 
without agriculture as the main occupation. 
Using the same procedure in Table 6.2, Table 6.3 shows the results of key 
determinants of CSI using OLS, 2sls, and LRET. All models in Table 6.3 are correctly 
specified and satisfy the test statistics, as explained in the previous sections. The Wald 
Chi-square correlation parameter of 0.23 means that unobservable factors that 
increase CSI scores are also associated with unobservable factors that increase the 
likelihood of a household participating in the LEAP programme. The results of the 
reduced equation show NIS and LSPD to be significantly associated with CSI through 
the beneficiary status of participants. Additionally, MOCC and LEDU were also 
important in determining the beneficiary status of the participants of the LEAP 
programme. 
The results for the main model (6) show that, for any additional person joining the 
household, CSI scores reduce by 0.84, an indication of less food insecurity in the 
household. Similarly, an additional unit increases in livestock assets (measured by 
TLU) reduces CSI scores by 2.37. This is also an indication of less food insecurity 
among households. We also find strong evidence to suggest that the food security of 
literate household heads increases by 7.83 compared to food security status of 
illiterate household heads, a difference which is large and statistically significant at the 
1% significance level. 
Dep. Variable Coping Strategies Index (CSI) 
 OLS IV (2sls) LRET 
Indep. Variables Model (4) Model (5) Model (6) 
SEX -3.278(2.206) -3.104 (2.229) -3.180 (2.182) 
DPR -1.109 (2.029) -1.379 (1.924) -1.261 (1.937) 
log_Income 0.964 (0.703) 1.156 (0.773) 1.0726 (0.729) 




HHSize_Sq 0.038* (0.020) -1.134* (0.637) -1.210** (0.609) 
HHSize -1.309** (0.598) 0.029 (0.022) 0.0329 (0.021) 
TLU -2.471*** (0.651) -2.295*** (0.744) -2.372*** (0.694) 
MOCC 0.682 (7.152) 3.082 (7.534) 2.0385 (7.217) 
FSIZE 0.155 (0.210) 0.160 (0.204) 0.158 (0.205) 
FOODR 0.112 (0.117) -0.0066 (0.141) 0.045 (0.125) 
Older 1.419 (2.191) 1.500 (2.241) 1.464 (2.186) 
BS (LEAP) -2.296 (1.923) -16.333* (8.915) -10.231** (4.562) 
Constant 30.822***(8.169) 32.901*** (8.228) 31.997*** (8.126) 






NIS  -0.170***(0.056) -0.173*** (0.055) 
LSPD  0.477***(0.116) 0.479*** (0.115) 
SEX  0.046 (0.124) 0.0437 (0.123) 
DPR  -0.0612(0.107) -0.059 (0.103) 
log_Income  0.0381(0.042) 0.0379 (0.043) 
LEDU  0.716***(0.199) 0.720*** (0.201) 
HHSize  0.039(0.0379) 0.0386 (0.038) 
HHSize_Sq  -0.0018(0.0016) -0.002 (0.002) 
TLU  0.024(0.038) 0.0252 (0.0399) 
MOCC  0.610**(0.260) 0.638** (0.270) 
FSIZE  0.002 (0.006) 0.0016 (0.0066) 
FOODR  -0.032(0.021) -0.0329 (0.0217) 
Older  0.026(0.120) 0.0173 (0.120) 
Constant  -1.222***(0.396) -1.242*** (0.408) 
    
No. of obs 519 519 519 
F(12, 506) 5.51   
Prob > F 0.0000   
R-squared 0.0935 0.0100  
Root MSE 22.505 23.222  
Wald chi2(12)  59.13 65.77 
Prob > chi2  0.0000 0.0000 
Durbin Chi2  5.479**  
Wu Hausman test  5.383**  
Cragg-Donald Wald test  11.044  
Sargan test  1.5135  




rho   0.227 (0.123) 
Wald test (rho=0)   4.18 
p-value of Wald 
likelihood ratio (rho) test 
  0.0244 
 
Table 6.3: Results for the CSI indicator for food security 
Note: *, ** and *** denote the significant levels at 10%, 5% and 1% respectively. 
Robust standard errors are in parentheses 
From Models (3) and (6), in considering the effect of LEAP beneficiary status on 
household food security, the results confirm our initial hypothesis. We assumed that 
small but predictable cash transfers to poor households would have a positive impact 
(probably marginal) on household food security. We find a significantly large impact of 
the programme on household food security. We find that the estimates of the ATET 
for being a beneficiary of the LEAP programme are 9.92 for FCS and -10.23 for CSI. 
This means that the food security of beneficiaries of LEAP is 9.92 greater than the 
food security of non-beneficiaries. Again, beneficiaries are 10.23 less food insecure 
compared to non-beneficiaries of the LEAP programme. Table 6.4 below presents the 
average marginal effects of the results of the main models explained in this section. 
Variables FCS Model (3) CSI Model (6) 
 dy/dx dy/dx 
SEX 2.46* (1.272) -3.18 (2.182) 
DPR -0.56 (0.941) -1.26 (1.937) 
log_Income -1.18 (0.453) 1.073 (0.729) 
LEDU 4.32 (3.127) -7.82*** (2.865) 
HHSize 0.43** (0.220) -0.83** (0.393) 
TLU 1.12** (0.452) -2.37*** (0.694) 
MOCC -5.85* (3.503) 2.04 (7.217) 
FSIZE 0.15* (0.077) 0.16 (0.205) 
FOODR -0.10 (0.058) 0.04 (0.125) 
Older -1.42 (1.212) 1.46 (2.19) 
BS (LEAP) 9.92 (4.453) -10.23 (4.562) 
 
Table 6.4: Average Marginal Effects 




The results of the reduced equation in Model (3) and (6) are surprising but explainable. 
Since the LEAP programme is targeted at vulnerable people and households which 
includes the aged and orphaned children, we had expected that the dependency ratio 
(DPR), household size (HHSize) and the age variable (Older) to be significant in 
predicting BS. What we find, however, is the literacy status of household heads, the 
main occupation of households and the instrumental variables to significantly 
determine the beneficiary status of participants. We believe that literate household 
heads dominate in communities with high illiteracy and tend to act as opinion leaders 
and community focal persons. These roles put them at the forefront of being part of 
any community benefit, irrespective of the fact that they may not be qualified. Also, 
more than 90% of the sampled population have agriculture as their main occupation, 
mostly subsistence farmers with average farm sizes37  of 6.43 hectares, which is 
relatively small. 
6.9 Discussion 
To begin with, it is important to compare and contrast the main models for the results 
presented in tables 6.2 and 6.3. Both measure the food security status of the sample. 
However, while FCS is focused on measuring the dietary diversity, the CSI is focused 
on measuring food accessibility. Irrespective of the dimension of food security these 
two indicators measure, they arrived at a common conclusion that beneficiaries of the 
LEAP programme are more food secure compared to non-beneficiaries of the 
programme. The slide differences in the marginal effects (FCS=9.92, CSI=-10.23) of 
the impact of participation in the LEAP programme (BS) on food security could be 
associated with the direction of effect of the indicators and the skewness in the 
response variables (FCS and CSI). 
There are important variables that affect rural household food security status. With the 
exception of the beneficiary status which has proven to be an important determinant 
of rural household food security in the research area, other important variables also 
affect food security. Household size and the ownership of livestock are common and 
important variables to households within the study. However, the relationship between 
the food security indicators and other predictor variables differ when considering the 
 





different indicators of food security. For instance, whereas households with agriculture 
as their main occupation, sex or gender of household head and farm sizes were 
important variables to the FCS indicator of food security, the age category and level 
of education of the household head were important variables to the CSI indicator of 
food security. 
It is quite surprising that some variables which were expected to be important and 
contribute significantly to food security were not. Income, dependency ratio and food 
ratio were not important variables. This could be link to the measurement of these 
variables. The total available income available to the household, including sale of 
agricultural produce and livestock was summed to constitute the total income of the 
household. This is highly dependent on the proportion of income earners in the 
household, although initial correlation statistics reported no correlation between these 
two variables. The food ratio of the household is the proportion of the household 
income used in food expenses. Traditionally, the communities in the research area 
practise subsistence farming, cultivating food crops for their own consumption. It 
therefore stands to reason that there will be minimal food purchases in the harvest 
season and more food purchases during the lean or food insecurity season. The timing 
for the data collection could therefore explain the lack of significance of this variable. 
The results of the main models (3) and (6) in Tables 6.2 and 6.3, respectively are more 
robust in their estimates. The results are also consistent with other studies that attempt 
to estimate the determinants of household food security. For instance, the study 
supports existing literature that asserts that educated, and male-headed households 
in Ghana, Nigeria and Ethiopia are more likely to be food secure (Owoo 2018; Nkegbe 
et al. 2017; Birhane et al. 2014). There are similar studies that explore the effect of 
household size on household food security. The studies of Owoo (2018) and Mustapha 
et al. (2016) associate large households with an increase in household food security 
while that of Birhane et al. (2014) suggests the opposite. The results of this study 
suggest that household size has a parabolic relationship with food security. Rural 
households’ food security is mostly dependent on agrarian activities which require 
labour. Hence, the notion of large family sizes could imply a larger agricultural labour 
force which can help ensure food security. However, this is not a monotonic 




and other unforeseen factors. Conversely, a smaller family size could also help 
achieve food security. 
The evidence on the determinants of household food security is also consistent with 
literature that suggests that livestock asset poverty (Bashir et al. 2018; Barrett 2002), 
farm size and the main occupation of the household being agriculture (Ragasa et al. 
2019) all have a direct link to food security. Given that the FCS measures dietary 
diversity, these findings hint toward the fact that households whose main occupation 
is agriculture and have higher livestock assets tend to benefit from dietary diversity. 
While this observation holds sway, higher value livestock in rural agrarian settings is 
sold to buy staple food in times of food insecurity rather than consumed (Owoo, 2018). 
Hence, the lack of livestock assets within a household could be a sign of food 
insecurity. This explains why households who have reported livestock pests and 
diseases were more likely to be included in the LEAP programme.  
The negative impact of agriculture on household food consumption patterns is 
surprising but explainable.  First, the trilogy of chronic poverty, climate variability and 
migration affects agriculture in ways that make it unattractive and unprofitable (Armah 
et al. 2011; Owusu et al. 2011). While climatic variability appears to be the new normal, 
endemic poverty in rural areas prevents agricultural households from investing in 
agricultural inputs. Agricultural households also tend to face challenges such as an 
older labour force resulting from the outmigration of youthful labour (Dzanku 2019). 
Finally, the results of the study support the hypothesis of the study that LEAP cash 
transfers improve households’ food consumption patterns. Contrary to studies such as 
Burchi et al. (2017) and Handa et al. (2014), the study suggests that being a 
beneficiary of LEAP increases household food security (represented by CSI and FCS). 
Given that LEAP is targeted at the pro-poor in rural communities, it is possible that 
small and predictable cash transfers could have major impacts on their food security 
status. The analysis from this study suggests that the food security status of 
beneficiaries increases by 10 when compared to non-beneficiaries. However, what 
remains problematic is whether or not the transfers can generate sustainable 
livelihood patterns or are merely used for ad hoc food purchases and other 
expenditures (e.g. health, school). Given that the beneficiaries of the programme 




mean that transfers may be used in ad hoc food and health expenditures. One can 
therefore also suggest that such a dependence on the programme does not create 
resilience and could have far more heinous consequences should transfers be 
stopped or become unpredictable. 
6.10 Conclusion and policy recommendations 
This chapter has examined the determinants of household food security of 
households’ participating in the Livelihood Empowerment Against Poverty (LEAP) 
programme, using primary data from 715 farm households in rural Ghana collected in 
2018. We found that more than 42% of the total sample participated in the LEAP 
programme. To measure the status of household food security, we use FCS and CSI. 
LEAP beneficiaries are more food secure when assessed using the indicators of food 
security (FCS=32.14, CSI=23.69) compared to non-beneficiaries (FCS=32.08, 
CSI=26.73). To identify the key determinants of household food security, we apply a 
Linear Regression with Endogenous Treatment Effect to control for endogeneity and 
selection bias. This model also allows us to understand the effect of the LEAP 
programme on food security across both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries. 
Our results provide strong evidence to suggest that the beneficiary status of 
households in the LEAP programme is positively and significantly associated with 
household food security. The findings also indicate that other factors such as 
household size, livestock assets, sex of household heads, the educational status of 
household heads and farm size strongly influence household food security.  
The findings presented in this chapter adds to the literature on the impacts of cash 
transfers on household food security. Specifically, the paper provides evidence that 
refutes the notion that the LEAP programme has no concrete impacts on household 
food consumption patterns in Ghana. One however, wonders how LEAP transfers 
could lead to long-term food. Security and poverty alleviation in communities that 
chronic poverty and food insecurity is endemic. Doubts are also cast about the 
sustainability of the programme and its ability to generate self-supporting and resilient 
livelihood patterns. In the midst of all these, there is the absence of graduating 
beneficiaries out of the LEAP programme that has come under budget constraints. 
While recognising all these challenges, it is suggested that the LEAP programme 




beneficiaries to invest cash transfers rather than spending it all on food consumption. 
In addition to food and in-kind transfers, it is suggested that further studies should 
focus on exploring the wider implications of the transfers, e.g. the role of LEAP 
transfers in developing households’ resilience to food insecurity. 
While this research advocate for social cash transfers, it suggests some policy 
modifications or alternatives that will enable the development of sustainable and 
resilient livelihood patterns. First, the significant impacts of household livestock assets 
suggest the need for more a pragmatic approach to dealing with rural households. 
Livestock are relied upon by agricultural households to supplement food crop 
production. However, the current rural policy directive of the government of Ghana 
places more emphasis on food crop production (Ministry of Food and Agriculture 
2017), with ancillary incentives such as input subsidies. LEAP could, therefore, 
prioritise livestock rearing as part of a comprehensive livelihood protection policy. 
Secondly, while the government’s flagship policy programme on agriculture, “Planting 
for food and jobs”, focuses on upscaling agricultural production in Ghana, beneficiaries 
of the LEAP programme could still be marginalised. Prioritising further incentives such 
as subsidising the cost of ploughing, improved seeds among others to food-insecure 
households could be beneficial in securing livelihoods and is an alternative policy 
strategy that this study recommends. Finally, it is evident from this study that the food 
security of households headed by literates is 7.83 greater than households headed by 
illiterate. The recent introduction of Free Senior High School Education in Ghana could 
be the doyen to poverty emancipation. However, technical education should be 
mainstreamed to grant skills. Such skills could be tailored towards agriculture, 
particularly livestock rearing. 
6.11 Summary 
This chapter explored the various determinants of rural households’ food security. The 
research finds strong evidence that the beneficiary status of the LEAP programme is 
endogenous in the food security regressions. After controlling for endogeneity and 
selection bias, we find strong evidence that suggest that the food security of LEAP 
beneficiaries is likely to be greater than 10 when compared to non-LEAP. We also find 
that literate household heads, livestock assets and household size are strongly 




interventions that will encourage investment of LEAP transfers to build sustainable 
livelihood patterns, we also recognise the need to appraise the impact of social cash 
transfer programmes in light of household or community resilience to food insecurity. 
This raises the question whether LEAP transfers can lead to household’s resilience to 
food insecurity. 
While Chapter 5 raised questions regarding the possibility of livelihood risks affecting 
the food security of households, chapter 5 focused on exploring the determinants of 
rural households’ food security. On the whole, chapter 5 established that LEAP 
beneficiaries a more food secure compared to their non-beneficiaries of LEAP. 
However, this study is also interested in whether LEAP could also potentially increase 
the resilience capacities of rural households. The next chapter is focused on exploring 
households’ resilience to food insecurity. The chapter is aimed at determining the 
resilience capacity index (RCI) of both LEAP and non-LEAP households, and again 
ascertaining whether being a beneficiary of the LEAP programme increases the 
resilience capacities of beneficiaries. This chapter also explores the occurrence of 






 LEAP transfers and household resilience to food 
insecurity 
7.1 Introduction38 
The previous chapter explored the determinants of rural household food security. The 
results suggested was that LEAP beneficiary households are more likely to be food 
secure when compared to non-LEAP households. This highlights the important 
contribution LEAP transfers may have on beneficiaries and communities, although 
more uncertainty about the impacts of the LEAP transfers may exist due to the chronic 
food insecurity in the communities included in the research. LEAP transfers may be 
used by households as a coping strategy, to meet household food requirements during 
peak months of food insecurity. This could mean that LEAP does not have long-term 
positive impacts on a household food security. Therefore Chapter 6 explores the 
impact of LEAP transfers on household food security and household resilience to food 
insecurity. It identifies the various ways LEAP could lead to long-term impacts on 
household food security status, by focusing on household resilience development. 
The chapter begins by recapping the literature, highlighting the determinants of 
household resilience to food insecurity. It then presents the empirical estimation 
criteria used for the analysis, the results and discussions. This chapter has been 
submitted and is under review in the Journal of Sustainability. 
7.2 Background 
Food insecurity in countries of the Global South, particularly in Sub Saharan Africa 
(SSA) and South Asia is in part driving the food security focus in the SDGs (FAO et 
al., 2019). Improved sustainability of the food system  includes the resilience capacity 
of households (Bruck et al. 2019; d’Errico et al., 2018; Dhraief et al., 2019; d’ Errico 
and Pietrelli, 2017; Boukary et al., 2016; Alinovi et al., 2008, 2010). Resilience has 
been defined as “the capacity that ensures adverse stressors and shocks do not have 
long-lasting adverse consequences (Bruck et al., 2019; Constas et al., 2013, p.13). 
Understanding household resilience to food insecurity is required if household food 
insecurity is to be understood and mitigated. This chapter focuses on the impact of a 
 





social cash transfer programme in contributing to a household’s resilience capacity. 
The research presented here aims to: (1) estimate the resilience capacity of 
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of the Ghana LEAP; and (2) explore the 
determinants of the resilience capacity of households and the role of shocks39 in 
determining the resilience of households. In order to estimate the resilience capacity 
of households, the research adapted the Resilience Measurement and Analysis 
(RIMA) framework of the FAO. 
Households are exposed to a series of events which may increase or reduce their 
resilience capacity. While social cash transfers (LEAP), the acquisition of assets, 
availability of social networks, different income sources may increase a household’s 
resilience capacity, sickness or death of a family member, theft of household assets, 
agricultural pests and diseases, and natural occurrence like flood, drought and 
earthquakes may reduce the household resilience capacity. These events which 
strains the food systems of households are what this study refers to as shocks. 
According to Alinovi et al, these are either expected or unexpected happenings within 
households or communities, producing consequences which are sometimes outside 
the control of households (Alinovi et al., 2008, 2010). They are either ex ante or ex 
post and mostly reduces the capacity of households by depleting assets. 
LEAP transfers are therefore seen to be capable of helping households become 
resilient to food insecurity. These transfers are intended to create long lasting changes 
in the livelihoods of households through other means of investments. One pathway of 
LEAP investment could be in alternative non-agric livelihood pattern which is not 
dependent on the vagaries of the weather, thereby building a livelihood pattern 
resistant to weather-related shocks like drought and flood. Other impact pathways 
include investing in microcredit schemes, investment in children education, health 
needs of household member among others, which builds financial assets, care-needs 
from educated and employed children and a healthy household to contribute towards 
household income. 
 
39 These are either expected or unexpected happenings within households or communities, producing 
consequences which are sometimes outside the control of households. These are either ex ante or ex 




7.3 Determinants of household resilience to food insecurity 
It is important to understand the various determinants of resilience to food insecurity 
at the household level in order to promote household food security. Alinovi et al. (2008, 
2010), in estimating household resilience to food insecurity using micro level data from 
Palestine and Kenya, considered resilience to be multidimensional. That is, resilience 
is considered to be a latent variable and is dependent on a number of pillars such as 
access to basic facilities, social safety nets, household assets (both agricultural and 
non-agricultural assets), income and food access, stability and adaptive capacity. The 
Kenyan results (Alinovi et al, 2010) suggest that income, food access, and the non-
agricultural asset holdings of households were the most important determinants of 
resilience to food insecurity. The Palestinian study also identified income and food 
access and access to public services as the most important determinants of resilience 
to food insecurity (Alinovi et al., 2008). 
Relying on Ethiopian micro-panel data, Mulat (2010) estimated household resilience 
to food insecurity and used a panel fixed effect model to estimate the determinants of 
resilience. The results indicated that the ownership of agricultural assets, particularly 
livestock (measured in TLU), the sex of the household head, area of land cultivated 
and household membership in a rotating credit group (an informal microcredit scheme) 
were the most important determinants of household resilience to food insecurity. 
Empowering households to acquire livestock to improve household resilience was 
therefore recommended as an effective policy for ensuring households’ resilience to 
food insecurity. 
Ciani and Romano (2011) used Nicaraguan data from rural households impacted by 
Hurricane Mitch to develop an estimation strategy for household resilience to food 
insecurity, which effectively predicted the food security of households within the rural 
areas considered in their analysis. Small scale and agricultural wage farmers were 
reported to be the least resilient to food insecurity when compared to other livelihood 
groups considered in the analysis. Physical connectivity to markets, household 
agricultural assets and household production technology levels were also considered 
to be important determinants (ibid). This study modified the multivariate estimation 
model proposed by Alinovi et al. (2008, 2010) by dropping shocks as a predictor of 
resilience and including physical and economic connectivity of households to markets 




D’Errico et al. (2018) used World Bank Living Standards Measurement Survey’s 
Integrated Survey on Agriculture (LSMS-ISA) data from Tanzania and Uganda to 
assess household resilience to food insecurity. Adaptive capacity40 and social safety 
nets41 were identified as important pillars in determining household resilience to food 
insecurity. For these two pillars, absolute correlations between the variables that make 
up these pillars suggested that: (1) increased education of children and the high ratio 
of income earners to total household members were the most important variables for 
adaptive capacity and (2) private transfers (e.g. remittance, in-kind support from 
relatives) represented the most important factor in relation to social safety nets. 
Agricultural asset index, livestock (measured in TLU), distances to school and markets 
also contributed positively to households’ resilience to food insecurity. 
Boukary et al. (2016) assessed the factors affecting households’ resilience to food 
insecurity in Niger and Dhraief et al. (2019) investigated the livelihoods strategies and 
household resilience to food insecurity in rural Tunisia. Dhraief et al. (2019) found 
adaptive capacity to play a very significant role in determining household resilience to 
food insecurity. Social safety nets, household income, and the food access of 
households were each seen to have moderate impacts in determining households’ 
resilience to food insecurity. Boukary et al. (2016) report that assets and social safety 
nets had significant and positive impacts on households’ resilience to food insecurity, 
while climate change and adaptive capacity were found to have negative impacts on 
the resilience of households to food insecurity. 
7.4 The social protection (cash transfer)-resilience nexus 
Social safety nets play an important role in household resilience to food insecurity. For 
example, d’Errico et al. (2018) report that private family transfers represented an 
important variable in determining the resilience of households to food insecurity. 
Dhraief et al. (2019) and Boukary et al. (2016) have found that social safety nets 
represent an important determinant of  households’ resilience to food insecurity. Social 
cash transfers lead to direct positive impacts on resilience to food insecurity, and to 
indirect positive impacts through the improved resilience capacity of households. 
 
40 “Adaptive capacity refers to the ability of households or communities to cope with and adapt to 
shocks or stresses” (Frankenberger et al. 2012) 




The impact pathways of cash transfers as important determinants of resilience to food 
insecurity can be viewed in several ways. Cash transfers may assist households to 
access food, therefore contributing to improving the accessibility dimension of food 
security. This potentially smooths food consumption of (particularly) low income 
households. As discussed, cash transfers play a role in both food and non-food 
consumption patterns. For example, cash resources may be used for children’s 
education, (and hence have impacts on schooling outcomes) or may be used for 
health care (Bhalla et al., 2016; Fisher et al., 2017; Handa et al., 2018a). Education 
represents an important variable in the adaptive capacity component of household 
resilience to food insecurity (d’Errico et al., 2018).  
Cash transfers have also been reported to facilitate engagement of household 
members in the livelihood activities. Regular and predictable cash transfers will enable 
households to invest in their livelihood activities, including agriculture (Tirivayi et al., 
2016), which is an important primary source of income for many households in SSA. 
The acquisition of agricultural and non-agricultural assets falls within this category, 
and contributes towards resilience development in rural households, which are 
classified as “agrarian” and subsistence based. Most households rely on livestock 
assets to smooth household consumption during food insecure months. For this 
reason, some rural beneficiaries of cash transfer programmes may use cash 
resources for purchasing livestock.  
7.5 Materials and Methods 
i. Variables (observed or latent) used in the estimation strategy 
The resilience dimensions included in the analysis are; access to basic services 
(ABS), assets (AST) of the household (both agricultural and non-agricultural assets), 
social capital (SC), adaptive capacity (AC), Social Safety Net (SSN) and the 
Agricultural Input and Technology Level (AITL) of the household. Appendix H shows 
the correlation between the dimensions of resilience used in the estimation process. 
The HFIAS and the FCS are used as indicators of household food security. The FCS 
and HFIAS are estimated according to the estimation strategy provided by WFP (2009) 
and Coates et al. (2007) respectively. Appendix I (i, ii & iii) show the importance of the 





ii. Estimation strategy for resilience capacity 
The multidimensional nature of food security suggests resilience to food insecurity is 
multifaceted and may not be directly observable. The various pillars of resilience are 
estimated using a series of observed variables (Alinovi et al. 2008). The FAO 
Resilience Measurement and Analysis (RIMA) framework was used to estimate 
household resilience to food insecurity. This framework estimates resilience based on 
a latent variable notation (Alinovi et al., 2008, 2010; FAO., 2013; d’Errico et al., 2018). 
Ciani and Romano (2011) and FAO (2016), in perfecting the Resilience Measurement 
and Analysis framework, proposed the Resilience Capacity Index (RCI) which d’Errico 
et al. (2018) used on data from Uganda and Tanzania. RCI, is estimated based on the 
conceptual definition provided by Constas et al. (2014 p.13), “the capacity that ensures 
adverse stressors and shocks do not have long-lasting adverse developmental 
consequences.” 
According to the Resilience Measurement and Analysis framework, RCI is influenced 
by, and can also influence by the different factors which determine it. For instance, 
resilience capacity may influence food security and food security can also be 
influenced by RCI. This suggests that there is a feedback mechanism which exists 
between RCI and the factors which determine it (Krishnakumar & Nagar, 2008). These 
need to be understood to understand the true effect of RCI on a system (e.g. 
household, community). Two variables (observable and latent), according to Kline 
(2012) can be thought of as correlates, where the correlates influence the latent 
variable and together, jointly influence each other (Kline, 2012). 
A two-stage approach has therefore been proposed for estimating RCI (FAO, 2016). 
The first stage involves factor analysis (FA) which uses observed variables to estimate 
the pillars of household’s resilience. In the second stage, the pillars that have been 
determined in the first stage are used as observed variables in a structural equation 
model. These observed variables are considered endogenous variables that cause 
resilience (latent variable) and which are in turn influenced by resilience (FAO, 2016); 
i.e. a Multiple Indicator Multiple Causes (MIMC) model. This model assumes that 
variables are measured as standard deviations from their means and the error terms 






Figure 7.1: Resilience capacity estimation strategy 
Source: Adapted from D’Errico et al. (2018) 
Note: V = Variables; e = errors; ABS = Access to Basic Services; AST = Assets; SC 
= Social  Capital; AC = Adaptive Capacity; SSN = Social Safety Nets; AITL = 
Agricultural Input and Technology Level; R = Resilience Capacity Index; FCS = 
Food Consumption Score; HFIAS = Household Food Insecurity Access Scale; 
FA = Factor Analysis; MIMIC = Multiple Indicator Multiple Causes 
The systems equation of the MIMC model shows the relationship between resilience 
and a set of indicators and between resilience and its dimensions (correlates). This 
model is therefore made up of two components: (1) the dimensions of resilience 
capacity and (2) the indicators of food security which are considered imperfect 
indicators of resilience capacity (d’Errico et al. 2018; FAO, 2016). 
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The resulting estimates of RCI are estimated by the correlates (resilience dimensions) 
and the indicators of food security. In order to determine the scale of measurement for 
the estimated RCI, the unit or measurement prescribed by the RIMA framework is 
adopted. The defined scale equates to 1 the coefficient (L1) of FCS loading, implying 
that a one standard deviation increase in resilience increases one standard deviation 
of FCS. This also applies to the second outcome indicator (L2 HFIAS) and for the 
variance of the two food security indicators (FAO, 2016). 
  FCS = L1RCI + e2       (3) 
  HFIAS = L2RCI + e3       (4) 
The food security indicators used in the analysis in this chapter are the FCS and 
HFIAS. These two indicators are used here because they measure different 
dimensions of food security. The FCS measures dietary diversity and the HFIAS 
measures food accessibility by focusing on household experiences with inadequate 
access to food. A review of the literature identified CSI to be an element of one of the 
dimensions of rural households’ resilience (adaptive capacity) to food insecurity. 
Therefore, using CSI as a response variable in the SEM would have created 
endogeneity problems within the model. Therefore, since both CSI and HFIAS both 
measure the accessibility dimension of food security, the research adapted the HFIAS 
scores for this analysis. 
iii. Estimation strategy for household resilience and food security 
In order to establish relationships between the food security indicators and household 
resilience to food insecurity, an ordinary least square model was used. Here, the RCI 
and vector of socio-demographic and household characteristics were used as 
covariates for the regression model (equation 5). 




where FSi are food security indicators for the ith household, namely FCS and HFIAS, 
ai is the regression intercept, RCIi is the resilience capacity index for the ith household, 
Xi is a vector of socio-demographic and household characteristics of the ith household, 
b and g are coefficients to be estimated and ei is the error term for the ith household. 
iv. The relationship between shocks, food security and RCI 
The extent to which a household is resilient to food insecurity is determined by how 
the household is able to respond to shocks within their food system, and different 
shocks potentially affect households at different times. This research relies on self-
reported shocks experienced by households to explore the relationships between 
shocks, RCI and food security indicators. Again, an OLS analysis is used to explore 
these relationships. 
Following from equation (5), the following equations test the relationship between 
shocks, resilience and food security; 
  RCI = ai + bFSi + gXi      (6) 
RCI = ai + bFSi + gXi + dSi + ei     (7) 
  FSi = ai + bRCIi + gXi + dSi + ei     (8) 
where the self-reported shocks of the ith household are denoted by Si, d and y are the 
coefficients to be estimated. 
7.6 Results 
The FAO RIMA model has been adopted to estimate the resilience capacity index 
(RCI). Resilience is a latent variable and can be determined through a series of pillars 
or dimensions, which are latent. The model follows a two-stage estimation approach. 
First, factor analysis (FA) of selected observed variables is undertaken to determine 
the latent pillars. Second, the resilience pillars are treated as observed variables and 
used together with the outcome indicators (food security) in a structural equation 
model (SEM) to estimate the RCI of households. The RCI is then used in a series of 




7.6.1 First stage - Estimating latent components of resilience dimensions 
Variables included in the analysis of each resilience pillar were carefully selected 
following a review of the literature on resilience to food insecurity. The variables were 
at different measurement scales and included binary, categorical and continuous 
variables. First, the study employed different techniques to group these different 
variables before proceeding with factor analysis. For instance, binary (0, 1) variables 
corresponding to “no” and “yes” respectively were summed to create a continuous 
variable. This was done to ensure that variables were of the same units or 
measurement before factor analyses were conducted. There was therefore no 
instance where categorical, binary or continuous variables were analysed together to 
determine the pillars of household resilience to food insecurity. Second, the study used 
the principal component factors command in STATA 15.1 to conduct a factor analysis 
of the various variables that explain the latent pillars of resilience. The pillars of 
resilience to food insecurity included in this study were access to basic services (ABS), 
assets (AST), which includes both agricultural and non-agricultural, adaptive capacity 
(AC), social capital (SC), household agricultural input and technology level (AITL) and 
social safety nets (SSN). 
7.6.1.1 Access to basic services (ABS) 
In theory, the proximity and/or access to basic facilities by a household should explain, 
to a large extent, how food secure the household is. Thus, access to facilities such as 
health, water, electricity, roads, financial institutions and markets, among others, can 
improve rural household resilience to food insecurity. The variables included in 
estimating ABS are listed in Table 7.1. The infrastructure index (INFI) was created by 
summing 7 dummy variables to create a continuous variable that takes on values from 









Access to Basic Services (ABS) 
Distance to nearest primary school (DPS) Continuous  DPS 
Distance to nearest potable water (DPW) Continuous DPW 
Distance to nearest all-weather road (DAWR) Continuous DAWR 
Distance to nearest health centre (DHC) Continuous  DHC 
Distance to nearest market (DMKT) Continuous DMKT 
Distance to nearest financial institution (DFINI) Continuous DFINI 
House building material (HBM) Dummy 
Infrastructure Index (INFI)  
Availability of Kitchen in household (AKIT) Dummy 
Availability of Electricity (AELE) Dummy 
Availability of Separate Livestock Acc (LSACC) Dummy 
Access to telecommunication (ATEL) Dummy 
 
Table 7.1: Variables used in estimating access to basic services 
The included variables met the criteria to enable factor analysis to be applied. The 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy for the included variables 
was 0.5323 and that of the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was statistically significant (c2 
(21) = 470.95, p-value = 0.000). Three factors adequately explained the latent variable 
when rotated oblimin. Cumulatively, the factors explained 60.4% of the variance of the 
included variables. Table 7.2 below shows the factor rotation and eigen values and 
Table 6.3 shows the Rotated factor loadings and unique variances. Table 6.4 contains 
the correlation between the variables and ABS. 
Factor Variance Difference Proportion Cumulative 
Factor1 1.67535 0.22315 0.2393 0.2393 
Factor2 1.45219 0.35551 0.2075 0.4468 
Factor3 1.09669 . 0.1567 0.6035 
Factor analysis – Number of Obs 714 
Method (Principal-Component Factors) Retained factors 3 
 
Table 7.2: Number of factors and eigen values 
LR test: independent vs. saturated:  chi2(21) = 471.61 Prob>chi2 = 0.0000  
Distance to health centres and potable water loaded highly on factor 1 and distance 
to financial institutions, all-weather roads and markets also had a high load on factor 
2 (Table 7.3). Distance to primary schools and the infrastructure index loaded on factor 




Variables Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Uniqueness  
Distance to nearest primary school -0.0657 -0.0452 0.8434 0.2824 
Distance to nearest health centre 0.8774 -0.0372 0.0385 0.2273 
Distance to nearest potable water 0.8387 -0.0040 -0.1019 0.2862 
Distance to nearest financial institution -0.0538 0.7946 -0.0054 0.3656 
Distance to nearest all-weather road -0.1886 0.6346 -0.3990 0.4026 
Distance to nearest market 0.3882 0.5791 0.2925 0.4284 
Infrastructure Index -0.0929 -0.2815 -0.3589 0.7833 
 
Table 7.3: Rotated factor loadings and unique variances 
From Table 7.4, all variables included in the estimation of ABS were significant at the 
1% except households’ distance to water resources. Again, all of the variables were 
positively correlated, with ABS with the exception of infrastructure index. Distance to 
nearest market and health centre were the most important variables for the non-LEAP 
sample and for both samples put together. For LEAP, distance to primary schools and 
markets were the most relevant variables. While the correlation coefficients of the non-
LEAP sample were fairly consistent with that of the whole sample, the LEAP sample 
tended to have very low correlation coefficients. 
Variable All Sample LEAP Non-LEAP 
Distance to nearest primary school 0.4762*** 0.5875*** 0.4108*** 
Distance to nearest health centre 0.5903*** 0.4119*** 0.6322*** 
Distance to nearest potable water 0.4775*** 0.2205*** 0.5102*** 
Distance to nearest financial institution 0.4279*** 0.4449*** 0.5168*** 
Distance to nearest all-weather road 0.0525 0.2182*** 0.0117 
Distance to nearest market 0.6809*** 0.5392*** 0.7116*** 
Infrastructure Index -0.2493*** -0.2246*** -0.2819*** 
 
Table 7.4: Correlation matrix between access to basic services and variables 
Note: All correlation coefficients were significant at 1% level (p < 0.0005) of 
significance except for DAWR, which was insignificant for the whole sample and the 
non-LEAP sample. 
7.6.1.2 Assets (AST) 
Both agricultural and non-agricultural assets were important components of a 
household food security, and resilience to food insecurity. Different variables with 




instance, variables measuring the same construct were grouped together to create 
new variables. Two indices were constructed and used in estimating this latent 
variable. These were the agricultural asset index (AAI), and the wealth index (WI). 
Dummy variables were summed to construct these indices. Value of livestock, 
measured by tropical livestock units (TLU), farm size cultivated by households, and 
the number of rooms a household owns and/or rents for their own use were also 
variables used in estimating assets. Table 7.5 lists all the variables included in the 
construction of AAI, WI and AST. 
Variables Type of variable FA Var. 
Farm size cultivated (FSIZE) Continuous FSIZE 
Value of livestock by TLU (TLU) Continuous TLU 
Number of rooms in household (NROOM) Continuous NROOM 




Household ownership of a cutlass (CUTL) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a plough (PLG) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a cart (CART) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a tractor (TRA) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a television (TV) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Wealth Index 
(WI) 
Household ownership of a radio (RAD) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a computer (COMP) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of an electric cooker (ECO) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of an iron (IRON) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a fridge (FRI) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a motorcycle (MCYCLE) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a bicycle (BCYCLE) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a car (CAR) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a phone (PHONE) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a satellite dish (SDISH) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a house (HSE) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
Household ownership of a shop (SHOP) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 
 
Table 7.5: Variables used in the estimation of assets 
The KMO measure of sampling adequacy is 0.555 indicating that variables meet the 
criteria for factor analysis. The Bartlett’s test of sphericity is also significant at 1% level 




they explained about 54% of the cumulative variance of the included variables (Table 
7.6). 
Factor Variance Difference Proportion Cumulative 
     
Factor1 1.51287 0.32617 0.3026 0.3026 
Factor2 1.18670 . 0.2373 0.5399 
Factor analysis – Number of Obs 715 
Method (Principal-Component Factors) Retained factors  2 
LR test: independent vs. saturated: c2 (10) = 176.90, p-value = 0.0000 
 
Table 7.6: Number of factors and eigen values 
The number of rooms owned by a household, agriculture asset index and wealth index 
loaded highly on Factor 1 and farm size cultivated by household and value of animals 
owned loaded very highly on Factor 2 (Table 7.7). All variables loaded positively onto 
the factors, except for TLU (Factor 1) and AAI (Factor 2). 
Variables Factor1 Factor2 Uniqueness  
Farm size cultivated 0.0162 0.7671 0.4112 
Number of rooms in household 0.7797 0.0308 0.3911 
Value of livestock by Tropical Livestock Units -0.0381 0.7700 0.4056 
Agricultural Asset Index 0.5678 -0.0576 0.6743 
Wealth Index 0.7621 -0.0321 0.4181 
 
Table 7.7: Rotated factor loadings (pattern matrix) and unique variances 
The correlation matrix between the variables and the assets is shown on Table 7.8. 
All variables were significant at the 1% level and positively correlated with AST as 
expected. The number of rooms owned by a household and the wealth index were 
most important variables in estimating AST across all the samples. 
Variables All sample LEAP Non-LEAP 
Farm size cultivated 0.4714*** 0.4760*** 0.4775*** 
Number of rooms in household 0.6703*** 0.6419*** 0.6842*** 
Value of livestock by Tropical Livestock Units 0.4420*** 0.5211*** 0.3524*** 
Agricultural Asset Index 0.3299*** 0.3112*** 0.3463*** 
Wealth Index 0.6011*** 0.6351*** 0.5760*** 
 




Note: All correlation coefficients were significant at the 1% (p < 0.0005) significance 
level. 
7.6.1.3 Adaptive Capacity (AC) 
The ability of households to respond to different shocks is dependent on a number of 
factors. Furthermore, households have different ways of responding to these shocks. 
This is a very important dimension of resilience as it relates to the ability of households 
to bounce back from a shock. A higher adaptive capacity will mean that households 
are likely to be more resilient to food insecurity. For the purposes of this research, six 
variables (Table 7.9) have been considered in estimating the adaptive capacities of 
households.  
Variables Type of variable FA Var. 
Education attainment of household (EDUA) Continuous EDUA 
Household employment ratio (EMPR) Ratio EMPR 
Number of income sources to household (NIS) Continuous NIS 
Number of different types of crops cultivated (NTC) Continuous NTC 
Coping strategies Index of household (CSI) Continuous CSI 
Food ratio of household (FOODR) Ratio FOODR 
 
Table 7.9: Variables used in estimating AC 
Again, for these group of variables, the KMO measure of sampling adequacy 
determining the factorability is 0.52 and the Bartlett’s test or sphericity is also 
significant at the 1% level (c2 (15) = 645.581, p-value = 0.000). Three factors with 
eigen values greater than 1 were retained and cumulatively explain about 66% of the 
variance of variables included (Table 7.10). 
Factor Variance Difference Proportion Cumulative 
Factor1 1.77781 0.66228 0.2963 0.2963 
Factor2 1.11553 0.04293 0.1859 0.4822 
Factor3 1.07260 . 0.1788 0.6610 
Factor analysis – Number of Observations 694 
Method (Principal-Component Factors) Retained factors  3 
LR test: independent vs. saturated: c2 (15) = 646.52, p-value = 0.0000 
 




From Table 7.11, the average number of years of education completed by household 
members (EDUA) and employment ratio loaded very high on Factor 1, the numbers of 
different types of crops cultivated and income sources loaded on Factor 2 and the 
various coping strategies of the household, measured using the coping strategies 
index and the food ratio loaded on Factor 3. 
Variable Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Uniqueness  
Education attainment of household 0.9400 0.0146 0.0124 0.1161 
Household employment ratio 0.9350 0.0182 0.0678 0.1208 
Number of different types of crops cultivated 0.0761 0.7468 -0.0602 0.4328 
Coping strategies Index of household 0.0656 0.2023 0.6732 0.5016 
Number of income sources to household -0.0133 0.7091 0.0786 0.4908 
Food ratio of household 0.0986 -0.1160 0.7777 0.3719 
 
Table 7.11: Rotated factor loadings (pattern matrix) and unique variances 
All variables had statistically significant correlations with AC across all the various 
samples as shown in Table 7.12. In terms of variable relevance in estimating AC, 
EDUA and the employment ratio of the household were the most relevant. A high 
EDUA could either increase or decrease the adaptive capacity of households. For 
instance, a higher than average number of years spent in education by household 
members could result in a low adaptive capacity as households will have to expend a 
high proportion of their disposal income on education. However, it could also be 
evidence of high adaptive capacity, as household members could be well-educated 
and hence may have a reliable and predictable source of income for the family. 
Households with a high employment ratio are also likely to have a high adaptive 
capacity. Similarly, households with a single source of income (NIS), or which are 
dependent on only a single crop for food (NTC), may have a lower adaptive capacity 
and vice versa. Likewise, a high CSI (food insecurity) indicates low adaptive capacity 
and a high food ratio (FOODR) relates to low adaptive capacity as the household will 







Variables All sample LEAP Non-LEAP 
Education attainment of household 0.7177*** 0.7647*** 0.6921*** 
Household employment ratio 0.7526*** 0.8019*** 0.7211*** 
Number of different types of crops cultivated 0.3838*** 0.3688*** 0.3979*** 
Coping strategies Index of household 0.4207*** 0.4597*** 0.3935*** 
Number of income sources to household 0.3562*** 0.3175*** 0.3752*** 
Food ratio of household 0.4075*** 0.2148*** 0.4956*** 
 
Table 7.12: Correlation matrix between AC and variables 
Note: All correlation coefficients were significant at the 1% (p < 0.0005) level of 
significance. 
7.6.1.4 Social Capital (SC) 
Social capital plays an important role in ensuring community level food security. This 
is most often embedded within societies and is often linked to extended family and 
kinship ties. The extent to which households within this broader social support network 
respond to shocks, is therefore dependent on the support structures provided by the 
household, and between them and other households within the community. This 
research considers the participation of household members in social and community 
groups such as women’s groups, youth groups, rotating credit groups, labour sharing 
groups, among others, as evidence of social capital (Table 7.13). 
Variables Type of variable FA Var. 
Household participation in a farmer’s group (FGRP) Dummy FGRP 
Household participation in a labour sharing (LSHA) Dummy LSHA 
Household participation in a religious group (RGRP) Dummy RGRP 
Household participation in marketing cooperative (MCO) Dummy MCO 
Household participation in micro credit or saving scheme (MCRE) Dummy MCRE 
Household participation in women’s group (WGRP) Dummy WGRP 
Household participation in funeral cost sharing (FCSHA) Dummy FCSHA 
Household participation in water users’ group (WUGRP) Dummy WUGRP 
Household participation in youth group (YGRP) Dummy YGRP 
 
Table 7.13: Variables used in estimating SC 
The KMO that measures the sampling adequacy and factorability of the variables is 
0.641 and that of the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was also highly significant c2 (36) = 




explains this latent variable (Table 7.14). The factors explain 55.37% of the variance 
of the variables used in estimating the latent variable. 
Factor Variance Difference Proportion Cumulative 
Factor1 1.79906 0.19157 0.1999 0.1999 
Factor2 1.60749 0.03077 0.1786 0.3785 
Factor3 1.57672 . 0.1752 0.5537 
Factor analysis – Number of Obs 715 
Method (Principal-Component Factors) Retained factors  3 
LR test: independent vs. saturated: c2 (36) = 853.72, p-value = 0.0000 
 
Table 7.14: Number of factors and eigen values 
The rotated factor loadings on Table 7.15 below show how the variables load on the 
retained factors. Household members’ participation in farmers’ groups, labour sharing, 
microcredit, and women’s groups load on Factor 1, participation in funeral cost sharing 
and water users’ groups load highly on Factor 2 and membership of household 
members in a religious group, marketing cooperatives and youth groups load on 
Factor 3. 
Variable Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Uniqueness 
Household participation in a farmer’s group 0.6843 -0.1674 0.3144 0.4048 
Household participation in a labour sharing 0.6739 -0.0862 0.0459 0.5364 
Household participation in a religious group -0.0796 0.4594 0.6535 0.3555 
Household participation in marketing cooperative 0.2793 -0.0230 0.4662 0.7041 
Household participation in micro credit or saving 
scheme 
0.6341 0.3601 -0.3349 0.3562 
Household participation in women’s group 0.5893 0.2754 0.1661 0.5494 
Household participation in funeral cost sharing -0.0574 0.7554 -0.0464 0.4239 
Household participation in youth group 0.1379 0.0519 0.7863 0.3600 
Household participation in water users’ group 0.1440 0.7626 0.2666 0.3266 
 
Table 7.15: Rotated factor loadings (pattern matrix) and unique variances 
As expected, all variables were significantly correlated with the latent variable (SC) as 
depicted in Table 7.16 below. In considering the entire sample, household 
membership of a farmers’ group, a women’s group and a water users’ group were 
highly instrumental in determining SC. The results remained the same when the 




programme, though the correlation coefficients in the LEAP sample were slightly 
higher than that of the non-LEAP sample. This is an indication of how important the 
variables are in the LEAP sample. A household member belonging to any of the three 
groups (farmers’ group, a women’s’ group and a water users’ group) could mean that 
the household stands a better chance of benefiting from the social capital. For 
instance, household membership in a farmers’ group could be beneficial in terms of 
information sharing, cost sharing, and seed or food support in times of bad harvest. 
Variables All Sample LEAP Non-LEAP 
Household participation in a farmer’s group 0.6047*** 0.6008*** 0.6090*** 
Household participation in a labour sharing 0.4571*** 0.4273*** 0.4876*** 
Household participation in a religious group 0.4693*** 0.5116*** 0.4308*** 
Household participation in marketing cooperative 0.3742*** 0.2164*** 0.4809*** 
Household participation in micro credit or saving 
scheme 
0.5149*** 0.5105*** 0.5163*** 
Household participation in women’s group 0.6118*** 0.6250*** 0.5973*** 
Household participation in funeral cost sharing 0.2607*** 0.2994*** 0.2253*** 
Household participation in youth group 0.5151*** 0.4735*** 0.5514*** 
Household participation in water users’ group 0.6100*** 0.6280*** 0.5927*** 
 
Table 7.16: Correlation between SC and variables 
Note: All correlation coefficients were significant at the 1% (p < 0.0005) level of 
significance. 
7.6.1.5 Agricultural Input and Technology Level (AITL) of household 
Rural households in Ghana are primarily agricultural households (Bezemer & Headey, 
2008; Birner & Resnick, 2010). Therefore, the level of agricultural information, 
technology and agricultural inputs received and/or available to the household 
potentially determine, to a great extent, their food security level. This also determines 
the resilience level of the household to food insecurity. The study collected data on 
household technology and inputs available to the household (Table 7.17). These were 
self-reported dummy variables that assumes “yes” if a household used a particular 






Variable Type of variable FA Var. 
Household use of organic fertiliser (ORG) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) ORG 
Household use of inorganic fertiliser (INORG)  Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) INORG 
Household use of veterinary services (VETS) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) VETS 
Household use of artificial insemination (INSEM) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) INSEM 
Household use of improved seeds (IMPS) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) IMPS 
Household use of agricultural extension services (EXTS) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) EXTS 
Household use of pesticides and herbicides (PESTWE) Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) PESTWE 
 
Table 7.17: Variables used in estimating AITL 
Once again, these variables were assessed for their factorability. The KMO measure 
of sampling adequacy was satisfied (KMO = 0.698) for factor analysis to be conducted 
and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was also significant at the 1% significance level, c2 
(21) = 388.807, p-value = 0.0000. Two factors, with eigen values greater than one, 
which explained 45% of the cumulative variance of the variables were retained. Table 
7.18 displays the factors retained and the proportion of variance explained by them, 
while Table 7.19 reports rotated factor loadings and Table 7.20 shows the correlation 
between the household AITL and the most important variables. 
Factor Variance Difference Proportion Cumulative 
Factor1 1.89940 0.63608 0.2713 0.2713 
Factor2 1.26331 . 0.1805 0.4518 
Factor analysis – Number of Observations  715 
Method (Principal-Component Factors) Retained 
factors  
2 
LR test: independent vs. saturated: c2 (21) = 389.35, p-value = 0.0000 
 
Table 7.18: Number of factors and eigen values 
From Table 7.19, households use of organic and inorganic fertilisers, veterinary 
services, extension services and their use of pesticides and weedicides all load on 
Factor 1, while artificial insemination and household use of improved varieties of seeds 
also loaded on Factor 2. It is worth noting the high factor loadings associated with 
households’ use of pesticides, weedicides and artificial insemination techniques. The 
high loading scores of these two variables could be due to the fact that most 





Variable Factor1 Factor2 Uniqueness 
Household use of organic fertiliser 0.4744 0.2338 0.7203 
Household use of inorganic fertiliser 0.6339 -0.0944 0.5893 
Household use of veterinary services 0.6113 0.2856 0.5447 
Household use of artificial insemination -0.0644 0.7872 0.3761 
Household use of improved seeds 0.2249 0.6979 0.4624 
Household use of agricultural extension services 0.5856 0.0800 0.6507 
Household use of pesticides and herbicides 0.7080 -0.0708 0.4937 
 
Table 7.19: Rotated factor loadings (pattern matrix) and unique variances 
All variables were significantly correlated with AITL as expected. Households use of 
veterinary services and pesticides and weedicides are the most important variables 
contributing to the latent variable. For non-LEAP households, households’ use of 
improved varieties of seeds was also considered as important. Veterinary services 
were important probably because of the critical role livestock plays in the food system 
of households. Household use of extension services and inorganic fertilisers was also 
important and fairly consistent across samples. 
Variables All Sample LEAP Non-LEAP 
Household use of organic fertiliser 0.4739*** 0.4854*** 0.4659*** 
Household use of inorganic fertiliser 0.5180*** 0.4673*** 0.5522*** 
Household use of veterinary services 0.6695*** 0.6762*** 0.6738*** 
Household use of artificial insemination 0.3365*** 0.3341*** 0.4304*** 
Household use of improved seeds 0.5433*** 0.4533*** 0.6044*** 
Household use of agricultural extension services 0.5251*** 0.5378*** 0.5203*** 
Household use of pesticides and herbicides 0.6288*** 0.6601*** 0.6081*** 
 
Table 7.20: Correlation matrix between AITL and variables 
Note: All correlation coefficients were significant at the 1% (p < 0.0005) level of 
significance. 
7.6.2 Second stage – Structural equation model (Multiple Indicator Multiple 
Causes Model) 
The assumptions for SEM were all met. The sample size of 715 observations exceeds 
the minimum requirements of between 100 and 150 observations as suggested by 
Gerbing & Anderson (1988). The resilience dimensions (latent variables) estimated in 




the data, missing data and outliers have been addressed in the first analysis. However, 
as a condition for SEM modelling, multivariate normality of data must be tested. This 
study tested for univariate and multivariate normality of data. The Shapiro Wilk test 
was employed in testing univariate normality of all resilience dimensions, while a 
Doornik Hansen test was used in testing the multivariate normality. The results for 
multivariate normality show that that the data for the SEM model are normality 
distributed, c2 (12) = 161.849, p-value = 0.2014. 
7.6.2.1 Post estimation – Goodness of fit of the SEM model 
The goodness of fit of any model shows the extent to which the results of the model 
are reliable. Appendix G shows the post estimation results for the SEM. The chi-
square test statistic for the SEM was found to be insignificant, c2 (5) = 6.58, p-value = 
0.2535, an indication of a good fit. However, according to Kline (2012), this can be 
influenced by a number of factors, such as the sample size, correlations and unrelated 
variances. Hence, using this as a measure for model fit may sometimes be erroneous. 
To further determine the goodness fit for the model, the study relied on further fit 
estimates, such as the Root-Mean-Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) for the 
model which was 0.021. RMSEA results that are between 0.00 and 0.08 are usually 
considered to be close fits. According to Browne and Cudeck (1993), a good fit has 
RMSEA<0.05, an adequate fit has RMSEA between 0.05 and 0.08 and a poor fit has 
RMSEA>0.1. In observing the upper and lower bounds of the population error, the 
model was again seen to be a good fit. A well-fitting model has a lower bound close to 
0.00 and an upper bound less than 0.10. This model estimates have lower bound of 
0.00 and an upper bound of 0.06. The Pc close (0.865) is also above 0.05 indicating 
that the model is a close fit. 
The baseline comparison for the model was also well satisfied. The baseline 
comparison uses the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and the Tucker and Lewis Index 
(TLI). A good model fit is indicated by TLI > 0.95 and CFI > 0.95 (sometimes 0.90). 
The SEM model for this study has TLI=0.959 and CFI=0.984. Also, as in regression 
analysis, the size of the residuals in SEM also determines the goodness of fit of a 
model. The Standardized Root Mean Square Residuals (SRMR) represents the 
average difference between the observed and model implied correlations. Hu and 




fit. The model for this study produces an SRMR of 0.018. Values of the Coefficients of 
Determination (CD) close to 1 indicates a good fit. This study produces a CD of 0.613, 
indicating a greater than average model fit. 
7.6.2.2 Results of structural equation model 
The results of the SEM are reported in Table 7.21. Figure 7.2 shows the path diagram 
for all the variables. For this model, FCS has been retained. The estimates show that, 
ABS, AC and SC are negative and significantly correlated with RCI at 1% level of 
significance. The estimates further show that whereas both AST and AITL were 
positively correlated with RCI, AST was significant at 1%, while AITL was significant 
at the 5% level of significance. SSN was found to have a negative correlation with RCI 
but remains insignificant. AST had the largest positive correlation with RCI with a 
standard coefficient of 3.73, while AC and SC had the largest negative correlation with 
RCI with standard coefficients of -4.47 and -4.37 respectively. From the estimates, the 
assets (AST) of a household (both agricultural and non-agricultural) and their 
agriculture input and technology level (AITL) were the most important determinants of 
households’ resilience to food insecurity. The estimates also suggested that SSN 
(participation in the LEAP programme) was not an important factor contributing to the 














 Coef. Std. Err. z P>z [95% Conf. Interval] 
Structural          
RCI               
ABS   -3.43377 .7987465     -4.30 0.000 -4.999284 -1.868256 
AST     3.725895 .6775006      5.50 0.000 2.398019 5.053772 
AC    -4.465979 .7825347     -5.71 0.000 -5.999718 -2.932239 
SC    -4.372744 .9169557     -4.77 0.000 -6.169944 -2.575543 
AITL     1.547326 .7358993      2.10 0.035 .1049895 2.989662 
SSN   -.0075105 .0080406     -0.93 0.350 -.0232699 .0082489 
       
Measurement         
FCS               
RCI            1 (constrained)     
_cons     32.47045 .5324907     60.98 0.000 31.42679 33.51411 
       
HFIAS             
RCI     .0448353 .0413453      1.08 0.278 -.0362 .1258706 
_cons     17.69334 .1961543     90.20 0.000 17.30888 18.07779 
       
var(e.FCS)   132.219 55.81723   57.80332 302.437 
var(e.HFIAS)    26.50061 1.427997   23.84451 29.45257 
var(e.RCI)   15.13464 55.35288   .0116632 19639.26 
 
Table 7.21: SEM estimates of RCI 





Figure 7.2: SEM path diagram 
7.7 Resilience and participation in LEAP 
An important component of this study is to ascertain whether beneficiaries of LEAP 
are more resilient to food insecurity than non-beneficiaries. A t-test was conducted to 
ascertain the statistical significance of the mean comparison of RCI between the two 
samples. To further explore differences between the samples, a t-test was also 
conducted on the resilience pillars. The variables were all normally distributed, as 
shown by a Shapiro-Wilk test (p > 0.05), and there were no significant outliers in the 
data set. In instances where there is heterogeneity in variances, the Welch t-test, 
which controls for the heterogeneity in the variances can be used. The results of the 
t-test are displayed in Table 7.22 below. The results show statistically significant 
evidence that non-beneficiaries of the LEAP programme were less resilient compared 
to beneficiaries. In considering the resilience pillars, it is again shown that ABS, AST, 
AC and SC were statistically significant at the 1% and 10% levels of significance. 
However, while the mean difference was positive for ABS and AC, it was negative for 
AST and SC. This means that for AST and SC, beneficiaries of the programme 






























































































Table 7.22: LEAP participation and resilience 
Note: *, **, *** denotes the 10%, 5% and 1% levels of significance respectively. Unless 
otherwise stated, figures in parentheses are standard deviations. 
 
The results also showed statistically insignificant results for AILT and SSN. However, 
in comparing the mean values between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of the 
LEAP programme, it was observed that beneficiaries performed better on these 
criteria. This means that the resilience capacity of beneficiaries of the programme was 
dependent on the receipt of cash from the LEAP programme, as well as the agricultural 
input and technology level of the household. 
The kernel density distribution in Figure 7.3 below shows the distribution of resilience 
capacity for both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of the LEAP programme. 
Beneficiaries tend to have higher resilience capacities than non-beneficiaries. This is 
evidenced by the fact that the distribution of the LEAP beneficiaries is skewed to the 
right, while that of the non-beneficiaries is slightly skewed to the left and not evenly 
distributed like that of the beneficiaries. It is therefore important to note that, being a 
beneficiary of the LEAP programme creates resilience as beneficiaries are able to use 
LEAP transfer for food purchases, or to generate other sustainable livelihood 





Figure 7.3: Distribution of RCI by beneficiary status 
7.8 Socio-demographic determinants of RCI 
While the resilience pillars clearly show that RCI is determined by AST and AITL, there 
are some other factors that may also contribute to the resilience capacity of 
households. In order to further ascertain these determiners of households’ resilience 
capacity, an OLS model was employed. The study seeks to identify the key socio-
demographic factors contributing to households’ resilience. The results of the OLS 
model are included in Table 7.23.  
All models are correctly specified with no multicollinearity between variables. The p-
values for all models were less than 0.05, indicating statically significant relationships 
between the explanatory variables and dependent variables. The R-square statistic 
shows that the independent variables explained 48%, 42% and 53% of the variance 
of RCI for full sample, LEAP and non-LEAP samples respectively. To further determine 
the model fit, the predicted variables (_hat) and predicted variables squared (_hatsq) 
were regressed on the dependent variable. According to Tukey (1949), the prediction 
squared should not have any statistical power if the model is correctly specified. The 
models for this study show no significance for _hatsq denoting a correctly specified 
model. There was also no multicollinearity among variables used in the model. This 
was assessed by checking the variance inflation factors (VIF) and tolerances for each 
independent variable. According to Chatterjee and Hadi (2012), multicollinearity exists 



















1. For this model, the largest VIF was 5 and the mean was closer to 1, showing no 
evidence of multicollinearity in variables.  
Variables All Sample 
(1) 
LEAP Sample  
(2) 
Non-LEAP Sample  
(3) 























































F (8, 706) (8, 307) (8, 390) 79.81 26.92 60.28 
Prob>F 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
R-squared 0.4766 0.4224 0.5289 
Root MSE 3.7069 3.6469 3.6691 
No. of Obs 715 316 399 










Table 7.23: Socio-demographic determinants of RCI 
Note: *, **, *** denoting the 10%, 5% and 1% levels of significance. Standard errors 




The OLS estimates showed that FCS, HHSize, HHSize_Sq and MOCC were 
statistically significant for the full sample, LEAP and non-LEAP samples. HHSize_Sq 
was negatively significant at the 1% significance level for all the three samples as 
expected. HHSize and HHSize_Sq were both significant, indicating a non-linear 
relationship between household size and RCI. The high correlation between HHSize 
and HHSize_Sq is not an issue since both variables were significant at a 1% level of 
significance level. The results show that HHSize has a monotonic relationship with 
RCI. Figure 7.4 below depicts this relationship. RCI increases to a point as household 
size increases. Beyond a particular point, further increases in the size of the household 
causes RCI to decrease. Since the two variables are highly correlated, they should be 
interpreted jointly. The marginal effects denoted by the equation dy/dx = b5 + 
2b7*HHSize, were used to interpret the joint impact of HHSize and HHSize_Sq on RCI. 
Using the equation above, the marginal effect of HHSize was calculated. The resultant 
effect, (i.e. 0.7565 + (2 * -0.01915) * HHSize) was 0.539. This means that when 
household size increases by 1, RCI increases by 0.539. 
 
Figure 7.4: Relationship between RCI and household size 

















SEX was statistically significant for the full sample but insignificant for the LEAP 
sample when the sample was disaggregated and significant for the non-LEAP sample 
at the 1% significance level. Figure 7.5 shows that the residuals of the regression 
model were approximately normally distributed, satisfying a key requirement for 
regression analysis. Figure 7.5 also shows the coefficient estimates plot and direction 
of effect for model 1 (all sample). 
 
Figure 7.5: Distribution of residuals and regression coefficient plot for model 1 (all 
sample) 
7.9 Resilience and shocks 
Household food systems are potentially susceptible to a variety of shocks (d’Errico et 
al., 2019; Alinovi et al., 2008). These shocks, to a large extent, affect households’ 
resilience capacity. D’Errico et al. (2018) identified some potential shocks to household 
food security, including idiosyncratic shocks such as sickness or the death of a 
household member, drought, theft of livestock or agricultural assets, livestock 
diseases and pests, among others. This study included self-reported dummies of 
shocks to households. The analysis sought to investigate the impact of these shocks 
on the resilience capacity of households. Household control characteristics were 
included in the OLS regression model. 
The regression model was correctly specified as all of the models were statistically 
significant at the 1% level. In considering the full sample, the model explains 50% of 
the variance of RCI, while that of LEAP and non-LEAP samples were 47% and 55% 





































less than 10 and the _hatsq of the Linktest diagnostics were insignificant. An important 
assumption of an OLS regression requires that the residuals of the model are normally 
distributed and that the residuals and fitted values should be evenly distributed. Visual 
inspection of the plots in Figure 7.6 below suggested that these assumptions were 
met. 
 
Figure 7.6: Regression diagnostic plot 
The OLS results are shown in Table 7.24 below. The results of the household control 
characteristics in the model were consistent with previous results as reported in Table 
7.23 above. The results showed that FCS, Sex of household head, HHSize and MOCC 
were positive and statistically significant at the 1% and 5% level of significance across 
all three samples. HHSize_Sq was again negative and statistically significant at the 
1% level of significance. HFIAS was significant at the 10% level for both the full sample 
and the non-LEAP sample, while AGE and DPR were insignificant across all three 
samples. In terms of the self-reported shock dummies included in the model, the 
results were inconsistent across all three samples. As expected, all significant 
variables had negative coefficients. This is an indication that the shocks reduce the 
resilience capacity of households. Hence, households that reported having 
experienced any of the shocks identified were also more likely to have a low RCI. APD 
and Theft were significant for the non-LEAP sample and the full sample, while Illness 
was significant for both the full and LEAP samples. Flood and HMTHS were significant 
for only the LEAP sample and LSPD, PHL and Death were insignificant for all the three 
samples. In terms of magnitude, HMTHS, Flood and Theft had high coefficient 


































RCI (Dependent variable) All Sample LEAP Sample Non-LEAP 







































































































F (17, 697) (16, 299) (17, 381) 41.31 16.61 27.63 
Prob > F 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
R-Squared 0.5019 0.4706 0.5521 
RMSE 3.6395 3.5377 3.6194 
No. of Obs 715 316 399 
Mean VIF 1.66 1.91 
_hat 1.000*** 1.032*** 
_hatsq -0.001 -0.019 
 
Table 7.24: OLS results showing the impact of shocks on RCI 
Note: *, **, *** denote the 10%, 5% and 1% levels of significance respectively. 
Standard errors are in parentheses. The Durbin-Wu-Hausman test for endogeneity 
was insignificant (p-value > 0.05). This shows that the estimates are consistent and 




7.10 Linking resilience to food security 
The study further investigated the relationship between participation in the LEAP 
programme, resilience and household food security. To do this, an OLS model was 
again used. FCS and HFIAS, both indicators of household food security were used as 
dependent variables. RCI and participation in the LEAP programme were included in 
the model as explanatory variables. Additionally, household control characteristics and 
self-reported shock dummies were also included. According to the variance factor test, 
there was no multicollinearity in the model. The model was also correctly specified as 
the Linktest diagnostics were returned an insignificant _hatsq (p > 0.1). The kernel 
density plot of the regression residuals also appears to be approximately normally 











































































F (15, 699) (15, 699) 23.90 2.34 
Prob > F 0.0000 0.0028 
R-Squared 0.41.6 0.0530 
RMSE 10.156 5.0935 
No. of Obs 715 715 




_hatsq 0.114 (0.203) -0.050 (0.099) 
 
Table 7.25: OLS results 
Note: *, **, *** denotes 10%, 5% and 1% levels of significance respectively. Standard 
errors are in parentheses. The Durbin-Wu-Hausman test for endogeneity was 
insignificant (p-value > 0.05). This shows that the estimates are consistent and there 
are no endogeneity problems in the model. 
As expected, the results show that RCI is an important determinant of household food 
security. RCI is positive and statistically significant for FCS at the 1% level and at 10% 
for HFIAS. The results also show a negative and significant relationship between 
households benefiting from the LEAP programme and FCS and a positive on HFIAS. 
This means that being a beneficiary of the LEAP programme does not help improve 
the food security status of beneficiaries. For household control variables, AGE, 
HHSize, MOCC and HMTHS were negative and significant for FCS with the exception 
of AGE, which was statistically significant for both FCS and HFIAS. These results 
show that increases in the age of the household head, household size and the number 
of months that the household goes hungry were all associated with low FCS scores, 
an indication of poor food security. Male-headed households were more likely to be 
food secure as indicated by the positive and significant coefficient of SEX. 
The self-reported shock dummies were generally insignificant except for ILLNESS and 
LSPD. These two variables were significant for the HFIAS indicator for food security. 
These results showed that households who had a chronically ill household member 
were more like to be food insecure. The effect of LSPD was, however, contrary to 
expected results. Here, households that had reported livestock pests and diseases 





Figure 7.7: Distribution of regression residuals 
7.11 Discussion 
The study sought to provide an in-depth understanding of the impact of a social cash 
transfer on households’ resilience to food insecurity. The Resilience Measurement and 
Analysis framework was used for the analysis of households’ resilience capacity. The 
first stage of this framework involved employing factor analysis to estimate latent 
dimensions of resilience. From the factor analysis in the first stage, we were able to 
identify the important variables contributing to the various pillars. The second stage 
used SEM to determine the important determiners of households’ resilience capacity. 
Furthermore, OLS regressions was used to further explore the relationships between 
shocks, food security and resilient capacities of households within the research area. 
The results suggest that households receiving support from LEAP were more resilient 
to food insecurity than those not receiving support. This finding supports our 
hypothesis that LEAP household beneficiaries will be more resilient to food insecurity 
than non-LEAP household beneficiaries. Despite the insignificance of SSN (LEAP 
participation) in the model, there is still reason to believe that LEAP transfers help 
beneficiaries become more resilient to food insecurity. LEAP transfers could be 
helping households address ad hoc food shortages in times of shocks to their food 
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finding is consistent with similar studies by Boukary et al. (2016) in Niger, and Mulat 
(2010) in Ethiopia who found households who invest social cash transfers in livestock 
and other forms of assets to be more resilient than those that do not. 
In considering the various pillars contributing to households’ resilience to food 
insecurity, this study found assets of the household, agricultural input and technology 
level of the household represent the most important dimensions contributing to a 
household’s resilience. This could be linked to the fact that LEAP transfers are used 
in the acquisition of agricultural assets and inputs. The predominantly rural and 
agrarian nature of the households within the sample suggests that the only plausible 
way of investing LEAP transfers is in agriculture. Access to basic services, adaptive 
capacity and social capital were seen to significantly reduce the resilience capacity of 
households. The high levels of illiteracy and declining social ties within the study area 
could explain the negative relationship of adaptive capacity and social capital 
respectively. While these results are peculiar to the sample and study area, it is worth 
noting that the findings are contrary to some existing studies. For instance, d’Errico et 
al. (2018) used household level data from Uganda and Tanzania and employed the 
RIMA framework. They report that adaptive capacity as the most important dimension 
contributing to household resilience capacity. Dhraief et al. (2019), analysed livelihood 
strategies from Tunisia, and also identified adaptive capacity to be the most important 
determiner of resilience. However, the results of this study confirm that of Boukary et 
al. (2016) and Ciani and Romano (2011) in Nicaragua, who found assets and the 
household technology level to be the most relevant determinants of households’ 
resilience to food insecurity. 
The disaggregated analysis of the resilience dimension also supports the hypothesis 
that LEAP beneficiaries are more resilient to food system shocks than non-LEAP 
beneficiaries. The t-tests conducted show that beneficiaries of the LEAP programme 
were able to acquire assets, have higher adaptive capacity and earn more social 
capital. This evidence suggests that, the use to which transfers are put may have made 
beneficiaries better-off. For instance, households which used transfers for the 
education of children, and for investing in alternative livelihood activities, increased 
their adaptive capacity. Transfers enable household members to empower 
beneficiaries to engage in communal activities such as joining a women’s group or a 




hence their social capital. Hidrobo et al. (2018) and Tiwari et al. (2016) note that SCT 
increases the participation of women in communal activities and participation in 
informal micro-saving schemes. 
Household socio-demographic characteristics also influence RCI. The results showed 
that the food security status of households, male-headed households, household size 
and the main occupation of households can all strongly determine a household’s 
resilience capacity. Households whose members’ main occupation is agriculture, were 
found to be more likely to be resilient to food insecurity. Similarly, a study by Ciani and 
Romano (2011) found that small scale farmers and agricultural wage farmers were 
least resilient to food insecurity. It would have been expected that the contribution of 
agriculture to RCI would be insignificant considering the fact that most households 
within the study area are either small scale or subsistence farmers. 
Given that resilience capacity is the ability of households to withstand shocks and 
crises within their food systems. Therefore, the impact of shocks on RCI will determine 
households’ resilience capacity. The self-reported shock dummies helped assess this. 
Only three shocks were seen to be statistically significant, but these findings were not 
consistent across all the three samples. As expected, illness had a negative impact on 
RCI, thereby reducing household’s resilience. This could be due to the fact that LEAP 
beneficiaries are often older, chronically sick or disabled, and hence highly susceptible 
to illness. Similarly, theft of livestock and agricultural pests and diseases were also 
shocks that negatively impact on the resilience capacity of households and 
communities. It is important to note that some of the self-reported shocks affect 
individual households and other affect the whole community. The resultant effect of 
having community wide shocks such as inflation, drought, flood, pests and diseases 
and individual or household level shocks such as theft, chronic sickness of a 
household member, and death of a bread winner of a household means that there are 
going to be difference in the resilience capacities of households. The households that 
have reported additional household level shocks will be more likely to display low 
resilience capacities compared to households that are affected by only community-
wide shocks. 
The analysis shows that RCI has a positive and statistically significant relationship to 




could be through the various dimensions that determine RCI. One way of exploring 
this is by focusing on the key variables that contribute to the various latent dimensions 
of resilience. For instance, the provision of extension and veterinary services and 
inputs is shown to be important in increasing the agricultural inputs and technology 
(AITL) level of households, which can increase their resilience capacity of households. 
According to d’Errico et al. (2018), previous studies of households’ resilience capacity 
have always failed to make such a significant connection. This study shows the 
positive influence of RCI on food security and suggests further research into examining 
the variables contributing to the latent pillars of RCI. 
7.12 Conclusion 
This analysis identifies four important findings which either confirm or contradict the 
existing literature on household resilience capacity in LMICS. First, despite the 
insignificant impact of social safety nets, LEAP beneficiaries have a high resilience 
capacity as compared to non-LEAP households. This could be associated with: (i) 
chronic food insecurity, where small transfers have marginal impacts; and (ii) the 
observation that LEAP beneficiaries are have a higher resilience capacity, which 
means that transfers have little or no impact on their resilience to food insecurity. 
Second, assets and the agricultural technology level of households were the most 
important determiners of household resilience capacity. The wealth index and the 
number of rooms owned by households were most important in determining the assets 
of households, the availability of veterinary services, pesticides and weedicides are 
important factors contributing to the agriculture input and technology levels of 
households. Other factors, such as socio-demographic factors like household size, the 
food security status of households and agriculture are also important determinants of 
household resilience capacity. Thirdly, frequent household shocks such as illness, 
theft and agricultural pests and diseases reduces the resilience capacity of 
households. Lastly, RCI is highly related to household food security. This is an 
indication that it could be an important determinant of household food security. The 
study therefore encourages further analysis that seeks to disaggregate the various 






This chapter sought to estimate rural households’ RCI and to explore the determinants 
of RCI. It also explores the role of specific self-reported shocks and their impacts on 
household food security and resilience capacity. The results of this chapter support 
and confirm that of chapter 6. LEAP beneficiaries have a higher RCI, an indication that 
they are more likely to be resilient to food insecurity. The results also show that, even 
though LEAP beneficiaries are more likely to be resilient to food insecurity, their 
participation in the LEAP programme (social safety nets) was not a significant factor 
contributing to their resilience development. This raise the question on what 
beneficiaries use transfers for. Exploring the various uses of LEAP transfers can help 
explain not just their resilience to food insecurity, but also the determinants of 
household food security and resilience to food insecurity. Chapter 5 presents an 





 General discussions and conclusions 
8.1 Introduction 
Food security interventions in developing countries come in various forms and are 
implemented by both national governments and development agencies. While some 
of these interventions can build household and community assets leading to resilience 
to food insecurity development, others address the short-term food security needs of 
vulnerable populations. In the research presented in this thesis, an evidence-based 
approach is adopted to identify and investigate the role of a food security intervention 
in improving food security and better resilience to food insecurity in remote populations 
in North-Western Ghana. Chapter 2 addresses the first objective of the thesis and lays 
the foundation of the research through the identification of various food security 
interventions through a systematic review of the literature. It also discusses the 
shortcomings of these interventions using quality appraisal frameworks such as 
AMSTAR, ROBIS and PRISMA, adopting the GRADE format for grading evidence. 
The generally low quality of reviews of social protection programmes, combined with 
their equivocal impacts on food security and their lack on resilience development, 
identified a knowledge gap; specifically, a need to assess the impacts of social 
protection interventions and particularly social cash transfers.  
Given the shortcomings of existing social protection reviews, Chapter 3 reviews the 
broader literature on social protection, including articles which have not been included 
in review studies, highlighting its potential contribution to household food security and 
household resilience to food insecurity. This review also suggests that there are 
shortcomings in relation to the evaluation of the LEAP programme, together with 
equivocal impacts on food security and resilience to food insecurity. Chapter 4 outlines 
the profile of the study country and study area. This chapter also presents the research 
design, methods of data collection and a description of the tools used for the data 
collection. 
Chapter 5 explores the uses of transfers by LEAP beneficiaries and the perceived 
uses of transfers by non-beneficiaries, using a qualitative interpretative methodology. 
Chapter 6 reports on the food security status of households in the study area and 
explored the determinants of household food security, using OLS, 2sls and LRET 




resilience to food insecurity and explored the various determinants of household 
resilience to food insecurity, using SE, the Resilience Measurement and Analysis 
framework and OLS techniques.  
This chapter focuses on synthesising key findings from the previous chapters and 
discussing them in the context of their wider theoretical, policy and methodological 
implications. The chapter concludes by identifying limitations of the research and 
proposing directions for future research.  
8.2 Key findings of the research 
8.2.1 Resilience–food security nexus 
Having established from the systematic review in Chapter 2 that some food security 
interventions in LMICs lack the capacity to make households resilient to food 
insecurity, an empirical study was conducted to evaluate a food security intervention 
in remote areas of North-Western Ghana. The findings of this empirical study suggest 
that beneficiaries of the LEAP programme are more food secure compared to 
households not benefiting from the programme. Even though being a beneficiary of 
LEAP programme was not an important determinant of resilience capacity, the 
beneficiaries of the LEAP programme were nevertheless more resilient to food 
insecurity. The qualitative analysis of the uses of the transfers, which revealed the 
prevalence of chronic food insecurity and poverty, commonality in shocks affecting 
livelihood patterns, and a common desire to focus resources on the education of 
children and the health of household members, could explain or support the 
quantitative findings. 
First, the chronic nature of food insecurity in the study area suggests that the majority 
of households are affected by similar issues. Therefore, any support given to 
households has the potential to have significant impacts, either directly or indirectly. 
For most households, coping with food insecurity during the dry/lean seasons, where 
farming is not possible, is a difficult task, and sometimes pushes households towards 
hunger (Nkegbe et al., 2017). Therefore, additional support to households during these 
periods can have large positive impacts, not just for food security, but on resilience to 
food insecurity. Fisher et al. (2017), in their cross-country study of household 




particularly in relation to the LEAP transfers which were found to be often used as a 
coping strategy during ‘hunger months’. 
Second, it is important to note the commonality in shocks that affect both LEAP and 
non-LEAP households within the study area. For instance, the loss of soil fertility, 
livestock diseases and pests, illiteracy, and erratic weather conditions can all 
destabilize farming and affect household food security. As 93% of households had 
agriculture as the main occupation of the household, loss of soil fertility, agricultural 
pests and diseases and erratic weather conditions can all affect livelihoods. 
Predominant among these are livestock diseases and pests, which explains why 
households that experienced problems with livestock pests and diseases were found 
to be more likely to be included as beneficiaries of the LEAP programme. As such, 
agricultural assets, particularly, livestock assets, play an important role in determining 
the resilience capacities of households (d’Errico et al., 2018).  
Given the commonalities of shocks, any support to households will play an important 
role increasing food security and resilience. This is, however, dependent on household 
size (Owoo, 2018), literacy of the household head (Ngema et al, 2018; Nkegbe et al., 
2017; Ragasa et al., 2019), sex of household head (Abdullah et al., 2017; Owoo, 2018) 
and the area of land cultivated by the household (Ngema et al., 2018; Nkegbe et al., 
2017; Owoo, 2018; Ragasa et al., 2019). All of these factors were found to be 
significantly associated with household food security in this study. 
Third, the decisions that households make also play an important role in determining 
their food security and resilience to food insecurity. The commonalities among the 
shocks that affect households tends to affect the decisions that households make. For 
instance, the loss of soil fertility, coupled with prolonged dry seasons, has often forced 
younger people in the study area to migrate to rural areas in the southern part of 
Ghana to engage in agricultural activities. While this can be characterised as a coping 
strategy, qualitative research exploring the use and perceived uses of cash transfers 
found that, this recurring trend often worsen the food insecurity situation of 
households. Expenditure on the education of children and grandchildren was found to 
be one of the most preferred uses of LEAP transfers (Fisher et al., 2017; Handa et al., 
2014), particularly with migrant household members. This research found 




capacities of households, a finding also reported in studies such as Alinovi et al. (2010; 
2008), d’Errico et al. (2018) and d’Errico et al. (2017). The decision of older 
beneficiaries to use LEAP transfers for the education of grand children at the expense 
of achieving food security for themselves is one explanation of their chronic food 
insecurity.  
The findings discussed above have wider implications for food security in SSA and 
more generally in LMICs. Households’ resilience to food insecurity is negatively 
influenced by several factors. Importantly, rural households tend to be both more 
disadvantaged and more affected by these negative factors. The failure of food 
security interventions to create resilience could explain the recurrent or seasonal food 
insecurity that often plagues LMICs, particular in countries of SSA. The general lack 
of resilience development associated with food insecurity interventions, could be 
attributed to several often-interlinked factors. First, most food security interventions fail 
to address all of the four dimensions of food security; availability, accessibility, 
utilization and stability. A High-Level Panel of Experts (HLPE) on food security have 
argued that that, for food security to exist among a given population, all four 
dimensions must be addressed (HLPE, 2012). Instead, these dimensions of food 
insecurity are assessed separately. For instance, food supplementation interventions 
target the utilisation dimension of food security, while agricultural subsidy interventions 
ensure the availability of food. 
It is also important to consider the implications that these interventions have for social 
justice, equity and human rights (Shepherd et al. 2011; Hanlon et al. 2010). These 
considerations often overshadow the need to adequately design interventions that 
focus on longer term resilience development (Béné et al., 2014). Interventions are 
mostly implemented based on the imminent needs of a disadvantaged population. The 
norm is to implement interventions that tackle immediate challenges that pose a great 
threat to a population, particularly challenges that breach universal rights. Hence, 
many interventions are made without full consideration of their long-term impacts on 
the population. Recent hunger and food crises in East and Southern Africa have 
resulted in implementation of interventions such as food transfers by the World Food 
Programme, Oxfam, ActionAid and other development agencies (Oxfam, 2020; 




the short term, they do not contribute to resilience development. Given that LEAP 
transfers target the most vulnerable and poorest regions and communities in Ghana, 
its focus is on ensuring immediate access to food in the short term, rather than on 
longer-term resilience development. This explains why this study found most LEAP 
beneficiaries spending cash transfers on food purchases, particularly during food 
insecure months or ‘hunger months’ (Fisher et al., 2017). The qualitative study of the 
experiences of beneficiaries further supports this finding, as most beneficiaries rely 
solely on transfers during ‘hunger months’ and agree to be worse off if transfers were 
to be stopped. It can be concluded that LEAP transfers are important in solving ad hoc 
food insecurity challenges but fail to tackle long-term food insecurity (Burchi et al., 
2016). 
Furthermore, the groups of beneficiaries that are often targeted by interventions also 
help explain the lack of resilience development. For example, while the systematic 
review found that interventions that increase the incomes of individuals and 
households have a higher tendency to lead to resilience development, the 
circumstances of the target beneficiaries of the LEAP programme mean that they are 
often unable to use transfer to create resilience to food insecurity. Not only do cash 
transfers increase the purchasing power of households (which potentially leads to 
increased food accessibility) (Tiwari et al. 2016) but they can also lead to various forms 
of investments by the household (Tirivayi et al., 2016), savings (Handa et al., 2018), 
household asset acquisition (Hjelm et al., 2017) and increased social inclusion (Fisher 
et al., 2017a), all of which are important in determining household resilience to food 
insecurity. This research demonstrated that what the LEAP beneficiaries often lack is 
the ability to participate in some of these investment activities, particularly investing 
LEAP transfers in livelihoods activities. This was reflected in the lived experiences of 
both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of the LEAP programme, many of whom 
expressed the desire to invest cash transfers in agriculture but were unable to do so. 
Also, many of these beneficiaries are chronically sick, disabled, elderly, or orphaned 
and vulnerable children who lack the requisite labour force in agriculture (the main 
livelihood pattern in communities). Such lack of investment potential of LEAP transfers 
does not create the multiplier effects that cash transfers are deemed to have (Thome 




system that makes it difficult for people to escape from food insecurity. This 
undermines the potential of LEAP cash transfers to create resilience. 
There is also evidence to suggest that the global political economy of social cash 
transfers also has a negative impact on their role of cash transfers in creating 
resilience to food insecurity. One significant feature of ‘second generation’ cash 
transfers is that they are donor funded (De Britto, 2005), and sometimes implemented 
by donor agencies. Implementation of these programmes tend to be top-down rather 
than bottom-up. The Ghana LEAP programme, for example is jointly funded by 
UNICEF and DFID (MGCSP, 2020). Food security interventions that take this form 
may fail to recognise the specific needs of local beneficiary households and 
communities. Interventions also have the tendency to be implemented for political 
gains (Corrêa, 2015; Machado & Pinho Neto, 2017). For instance, Machado and Pinho 
Neto (2017) observed that, the Bolsa Familial of Brazil were targeted in such a manner 
as to influence elections in Brazil. When such motives underpin the implementation of 
cash transfer interventions, food security and household resilience to food insecurity 
may not always be best served. 
8.2.2 Unintended consequences of the LEAP programme 
Important outcomes of implementing social cash transfer interventions is social justice 
and equity. The research presented in this thesis shows that the LEAP programme 
may undermine the goal of realising social justice and equity in rural areas. This 
research has demonstrated that different perspectives exist between beneficiaries and 
non-beneficiaries and also revealed some unintended negative consequences of the 
LEAP programme. Notwithstanding the positive empirical findings of this research that 
show that LEAP beneficiaries are more food secure and show a greater potential to 
be resilient to food insecurity, the lived experiences at the community level suggests 
that beneficiaries were less likely to receive support from other community members 
due to the communal perception of them receiving ‘salaries’ from the government for 
‘doing nothing’. This notion did not just resonate with immediate social networks but 
included family members working away who stopped sending remittances to older 
relatives who were LEAP beneficiaries. This does not lead to beneficial risk sharing 
across community members, which Fisher et al. (2017) observed to be one of the 




social networks, and a widening gap in inequality in the communities, which has 
implications for reduced resilience to food insecurity in vulnerable communities. 
This finding is contrary to the findings of other studies (e.g. Tirivayi et al., 2016; Fisher 
et al., 2017), which have demonstrated that cash transfers have a role in enabling 
beneficial risk sharing arrangements, social inclusion and economic collaboration. The 
differences in these findings, lie in the determinants of resilience capacity and food 
security. The results of the quantitative analyses support this contention. First, social 
capital is negatively correlated with RCI, an indication that it does not contribute much 
to the resilience capacities of households. Even though household membership in 
water users’ groups, women’s groups and farmers’ groups are all positive and 
significantly correlated with social capital, they have no impact in determining 
household resilience to food insecurity. Second, while households with a higher asset 
base are less likely to be included in the LEAP programme, household asset analysis 
tends to suggest that LEAP households have higher livestock assets and an overall 
higher wealth index. This may be attributed to the LEAP programme and could explain 
the unwillingness of non-beneficiaries to support beneficiaries of the LEAP 
programme. Third, socio-demographic factors such as literacy, age of household 
heads and household sizes, could also explain the lack of beneficial risk sharing 
among beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of the LEAP programme. For example, 
LEAP households have larger household sizes, which this study found to be 
normatively considered as a sign of food security within the research communities. 
The fact that such households may be benefiting from the LEAP programme may also 
make them unlikely to receive support from community members. Similarly, having a 
literate family head or member and a younger male household head, could also act as 
a barrier to households accessing communal support. 
Another unintended consequence of the LEAP programme lies in its lack of a 
mechanism enabling beneficiaries to leave the programme. While most conditional 
cash transfer programmes include certain conditions, which moderate the continuous 
beneficiary status of participants (Mochiah et al., 2014; Tiwari et al., 2016), the LEAP 
programme is unconditional. In addition to the low cash transfer sizes, the lack of 
guidelines to indicate when beneficiaries no longer need support could partly explain 




This may create over-reliance on the transfer programme as well as lack of motivation 
to engage in economic activity (Natali et al., 2018) and further reduce resilience to 
food insecurity. One could argue that the lack of guidelines for graduating out of the 
LEAP programme could be attributed to the programme targeting beneficiaries who 
are unlikely to stop needing its support. However, the fact that transfers are often not 
used by individuals, but by the whole household, combined with the budget constraints 
of governments and the widespread poverty and chronic food insecurity in 
communities, should inform programme implementers when creating routes through 
which beneficiaries can graduate out of the programme. This could be a nudge to 
encourage households to invest transfers in their livelihoods or in alternative livelihood 
patterns; though in many cases, this might only be possible if transfers were higher 
than they currently are. 
8.2.3 Poverty transmission 
Evidence from the qualitative research also suggests a trend towards the 
intergenerational transfer of poverty. This finding is quite unique and runs contrary to 
the literature on intergenerational poverty. Most of the literature on the 
intergenerational transfer of poverty describes the transfer of poverty from parents to 
offspring (Bird, 2007; Behrman et al., 2001; Boggess and Corcoran, 1999). Contrary 
to this widespread view, this research finds the opposite and discovers a pattern of 
poverty transfer from children to parents in ways that often makes it difficult for the 
household to escape food insecurity and attain resilience to food insecurity. The 
evidence on intergenerational transfer of poverty, particularly within the UK, US and 
other European countries, often relies on four inter-related models: the economic 
resources model; the family structure model; the correlated disadvantages model; the 
welfare culture model; and the social isolation model (Corcoran, 1995; Corcoran and 
Adams, 1993). While all of these models can explain the causes of the transmission 
of poverty from parents to children, nothing is mentioned of the transmission of poverty 
from children to parents. The evidence of poverty transmission uncovered by this 
research could be aligned to the family structure, economic resources and even the 
welfare culture models of intergenerational poverty transmission. The underlining 
causes of all these models could also be linked to increasing climate variability. 
There is a consideration within the study communities, that large families and/or 




security. However, recent climate variability has made agriculture less profitable and 
caused a depletion in large households’ resources (Phalkey et al., 2015). Therefore, 
large households are faced with the problem of limited resources to meet competing 
needs. Two important outcomes define families facing limited economic resources, 
particularly in deprived rural areas. First, is the trend of economic mobility (Behrman 
et al., 2001). In this research, younger people tend to engage primarily in rural-rural 
migration. Given the lack of support from migrant family members, older people and 
children left behind are further exposed to poverty and food insecurity. Second, and 
most importantly, those left behind are forced to seek other forms of social protection. 
This has proven difficult to find within the research communities included as this study 
reveals a declining social support structure between households. The over-reliance of 
some households on Government sponsored social protection programmes, like 
LEAP, may create an over-dependence within such beneficiary households who may 
sometimes benefit from such programmes (Boggess and Corcoran, 1999).  
Findings from the quantitative analysis can support aspects of the economic 
resources, family structure and welfare culture models of the intergenerational 
transmission of poverty. Socio-demographic factors in particular, provide more 
understanding to these models. For instance, in exploring the determinants of food 
security, the dependency ratio, though not significant, was found to have a negative 
impact on household food security. This highlights the fact that households with a high 
number of children and aged members who do not contribute towards household 
income are more likely to be food insecure (Abdullah et al., 2017; Mustapha et al., 
2016; Owoo, 2018). Beneficiaries of the LEAP programme tend to include households 
with a fewer income sources, illiterate household heads, households with agriculture 
as the main livelihood activity, and households whose agricultural production has been 
negatively impacted by livestock pests and diseases. Furthermore, when exploring the 
determinants of the resilience capacity of both LEAP and non-LEAP beneficiaries, the 
family or household structure, represented by socio-demographic factors such as the 
sex of the household head, household size and main of occupation of the household, 
and household shocks such as long-term illness of a household member, theft, flood, 
agricultural pests and diseases, and the number of months a household goes hungry 




When using the different and interlinked approaches to understanding household 
poverty and food insecurity, including normative and cultural values enables us to 
explain the chronic food insecurity that the study found in the study area. The 
importance placed on the education of grandchildren, expenditures on health and 
food, all help to explain the choices, trade-offs and sacrifices that the elderly in both 
beneficiary and non-beneficiary households make in order to cater for children left 
behind by migrant family members. Such a generational burden, as this study finds, 
entrenches the food insecurity status of rural households, often pushing them towards 
hunger. 
8.3 Policy implications 
The research presented in this thesis has some policy implications for Ghana, and 
possibly other countries in SSA more generally, which may be important in the 
conceptualisation, design and implementation of food security interventions. A central 
recommendation for policy makers, which underscores all other recommendations, is 
the design of food security interventions that creates individual, household and 
community resilience to food insecurity. 
8.3.1 Complementary interventions 
This research presents evidence which suggests that the implementation of 
complementary food security interventions can contribute towards the resilience 
development of households and communities, but more specifically resilience to food 
insecurity. The systematic overview of reviews identified interventions like food 
supplementation, infrastructure, urban agriculture, social protection, microfinance and 
water, sanitation and hygiene interventions to be targeted at specific dimensions of 
food security. While this is important in contributing to the different dimensions of food 
security, their impact on overall food security is remote and hence does not lead to 
resilience. This research suggests the need to implement complementary 
interventions, each targeting aspects of communal and/or household food security. 
Governments, development partners and agencies supporting the implementation of 
some of these interventions need to consider the complementarity of interventions in 
their design and implementation. For instance, cash transfer interventions that 
increase household accessibility to food, could be complemented by programmes 
providing guidance on how best to use transfers on health, health insurance and other 




programmes such as food transfers, or vouchers for health and other subsidies. Any 
policy framework for developing complementary interventions should be developed 
with the respective government agencies responsible for providing such a service. 
However, one drawback in the implementation of ‘second-generation’ cash transfers 
is that they are donor funded, and often come with priority areas identified by the 
donors. Such interventions often target specific challenges, without consideration of 
other locally funded initiatives from national or regional governments, or local 
communities. Therefore, it is important that stakeholders cooperate with relevant local 
partners and state institutions, who are more familiar with local contexts and situations. 
This would also enable complementary approaches to be developed, so that 
international interventions do not duplicate local initiatives from government and local 
institutions, and “gaps” in strategies can be identified and bridged. 
8.3.2 Long term view of interventions 
Linked to the above is the need for interventions to incorporate long-term approaches 
to addressing food insecurity. Recurring food insecurity problems, or crises in some 
SSA countries, occur despite the efforts of governments and development agencies. 
One problem may be an over-reliance on short-term interventions. It is therefore 
recommended that, in addition to focusing on household resilience, the development 
of community resilience should also be a priority. Long-term livelihood patterns should 
be developed for communities to help create community-level resilience. For instance, 
in order to solve the problem of seasonal food insecurity, particularly during ‘hunger 
months’, year-round means of food production or income generation should be 
established in communities. 
The recent policy of the Ghanaian Government regarding “one village one dam” 
(1V1D), represents an example of a policy aiming to create resilience to seasonal food 
insecurity in the Northern part of Ghana. It aims to create community-level resilient 
livelihood patterns, particularly focusing on household resilience to food insecurity. 
However, the policy has been criticized as being over ambitious, and lacking sufficient 
commitment from government, as indicated in the policy documents and the required 
funds for implementation. Small but incremental steps through clustering of 
communities for small scale community-level projects may be beneficial. For example, 




the government could have embarked on that would focus on creating community-
level resilient livelihood patterns. 
Whilst LEAP transfers are often seen as a consumer-oriented form of intervention, 
helping the poor and disadvantaged in society to have adequate access to food and 
other related services, consideration needs to be given to producer-related forms of 
interventions. Results from the qualitative analysis suggests that steep price rises of 
staple foods (especially during hunger months) in rural communities may result in 
LEAP transfers being inadequate in terms of delivering household food security. This 
ultimately leads to the inflation of staple food crops in rural economies which has a 
subsequent impact on food insecurity. Therefore, policies focusing on increasing 
agricultural production of food crops in rural areas should also be prioritised by 
government and development agencies. Such policies should focus on subsidy 
programmes for agricultural inputs, such as improved varieties of seeds, fertilisers, 
better adapted livestock breeds, and the provision of other relevant services. 
Though major producer-led policy frameworks in Ghana such as the Food and 
Agricultural Sector Development Policy (FASDEP I and II, 2002 – 2007), Medium Term 
Agricultural Sector Investment Plan (METASIP, 2010 – 2015) and the recent Planting 
for Food and Jobs (PFJ, 2016 – 2020), have always advanced policies such as 
fertiliser subsidies, block-farming programmes, agricultural mechanisation and 
enterprise service centres, and national food buffer stocks, the bulk of these policies 
are aimed at medium- and large-scale cash-crop farmers. In addition, smallholder 
farmers tend to be particularly disadvantaged in their access to the benefits of these 
policies. For instance, the block-farming programmes focus on bringing together 
farmers who cultivate the same crop in an area and providing them with services and 
inputs. In return, farmers have to pay for these services in-kind (farm produce) and are 
required to sell farm produce to the service providers, which has a negative impact on 
livelihoods. Consideration needs to be given to farmers, in particular, smallholder 
famers within these policy frameworks. The aim of these policies should be focused 





8.3.3 Alternative livelihoods patterns 
This research has suggested that, agricultural assets, particularly livestock assets, are 
important in determining rural households’ resilience capacity. In addition, households 
with multiple sources of income, including livestock income, were more likely to be 
excluded from the LEAP programme. However, seasonal livestock pests and diseases 
usually kill livestock and make it more difficult for households to cope with food 
insecurity. Much of the livelihood of households is based on the sale of livestock, 
particularly during the ‘hunger months’. The government of Ghana, working through 
the Ministry of Food and Agriculture (MoFA), could focus on the use of extension 
services to vaccinate animals and provide advice to households about improved 
livestock husbandry. The government of Ghana have always paid little attention to the 
livestock sector. This is reflected in the recent flagship programme of the government, 
Planting for Food and Jobs (PFJ) which placed further emphasis on food crop 
production than livestock production. While this is a conscious effort from the 
government to boost the agricultural sector, it failed to consider the role of the livestock 
sector. Given the important role that livestock play in household food security and 
resilience, government policies should focus on providing a full range of support 
services. This could take the form of alternative livelihood development under the 
LEAP programme such that beneficiaries are given financial assistance to purchase 
livestock and also trained on how to rear them. 
8.3.4 Diversifying transfer schemes 
The Ghana LEAP programme is intended to support vulnerable groups of people, who 
often lack the requisite resources to either invest in alternative livelihood patterns or 
to acquire assets. This is a disincentive to resilience development. It is recommended 
that, components of the LEAP transfers should focus on empowering young people to 
develop strategies to promote alternative livelihoods that are not dependent solely on 
food crop farming. Just like the Emergency LEAP, which is focused on giving support 
to households and communities affected by disasters and LEAP 100, focused on 
supporting pregnant and breastfeeding women, the proposed Youth LEAP should 
form part of government policy in empowering enterprising rural youth, particularly in 
areas of animal husbandry. This could encourage young migrants to return to rural 
areas and start up alternative livelihood strategies. The current policy instrument, the 




Africa Agricultural Development Programme (CAADP) of the Agenda 2063 of the 
African Union, focuses efforts on crop production which is more dependent on climate 
and weather patterns. While this policy is beneficial during the very short rainy season 
in the areas included in this research, the long dry seasons leaves young people in 
rural areas seasonally unemployed. Youth LEAP will therefore enable the youth in 
rural areas to identify alternative livelihood patterns to supplement their unreliable 
agriculture incomes. 
In addition to diversifying transfer schemes, government and other development 
agencies need to priorities skills-based educational reforms. This could be focused on 
young people in both rural and urban settings. Such training programmes will equip 
young adults with the skills needed to pursue alternative career paths. This should be 
open to all young people in rural communities, regardless of educational attainment, 
and should include training skills in entrepreneurship. Ghana’s Youth in 
Entrepreneurship Programme (YEP) is based on a competition which is mostly limited 
to the literate young people, excluding some potentially vibrant youth initiatives among 
the less illiterate. The government should therefore think about how it can involve 
illiterate young people who are currently excluded from these competitions. 
Furthermore, these competitions should be decentralised to local levels, involving local 
institutions and community-based initiatives. 
8.4 Reflections on methodology 
8.4.1 Problems of comparison (Selection bias) 
Beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of the LEAP programme experience similar 
challenges of poverty, livestock diseases, prolonged dry season with very short rainy 
seasons, and other risks that makes them vulnerable to food insecurity. These 
challenges to a large extent informed the choice of the study region and district for this 
research. 
Notwithstanding these similarities, there are some differences that exists between 
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries that ought to be taken into consideration if any 
meaningful comparison is to be made. First, there is a possibility of a selection bias in 
selecting participants for the non-beneficiary interviews. While that of the beneficiaries 
was randomly selected from the database of beneficiaries, the researcher needs to 




interviewed. Further, the qualitative subjective methodology employed by the 
programme implementers may also be biased towards other individuals and groups 
who may not be qualified for the programme. All these challenges in the selection of 
interviewees needs to be taken into consideration when qualitatively comparing 
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of the LEAP programme in the research area. 
Secondly, the problem of selection bias also exists in the quantitative data. Though 
this has been minimised through the random administration of survey questionnaires, 
there is the possibility that the sample may still be bias and not reflect the population. 
This also presents problems in the comparison of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries 
of the LEAP programme. This is however not an issue in this present study as the 
problem of selection bias has been taken into consideration in the model used for the 
quantitative analysis. What’s more, the model also takes into consideration the 
endogeneity problems that may exists thereby leading to consistent and reliable point 
estimates. 
8.4.2 Evidence-based research  
The research presented in this thesis highlights the benefits of conducting an 
evidence-based research (EBR). This approach was adopted as it provides a realistic 
view of the research problem, a result of a scientific inquiry. For instance, the 
systematic review of reviews was conducted in order to understand the recurring 
nature of food insecurity in LMICs. The results of this review established the research 
gap and formed the basis for a traditional literature review to explore the research 
problem based on the evidence from other primary research studies. The systematic 
review of reviews, together with the literature review influenced the selection of the 
research areas and the design of a mixed method research approach to further explore 
the research problem. While equal priority is given to both qualitative and quantitative 
methods of data collection, preliminary results from the qualitative data analysis 
influenced the structure and administration of survey instruments. 
Thus, the research problem is based on a scientific piece of research to identify gaps 
in literature. Rather than focusing on a traditional review methodology, the use of 
systematic review methods offers a more scientific approach (Koricheva et al., 2013) 
to establish gaps in the literature. One disadvantage of this approach is that it may 




inclusion criteria (Mallett et al., 2012). In addition to covering institutional and grey 
literature databases, the traditional literature review also encompasses primary 
studies of food security that provide empirical research evidence relevant to the 
research questions of this study. 
Second, at every stage, the research builds upon and supports the findings or 
evidence uncovered in previous stages. This provides an important way of looking at 
research as an iterative or a cyclical process (Bryman and Bell, 2011). Though the 
research objectives at each stage are answered, new questions emerge that could be 
explored further. The conclusions for this piece of research have therefore raised 
further questions which need further exploration and are thus outlined as directions for 
future research. 
8.4.3 Methodological quality of systematic reviews 
While systematic reviews offer an important medium for appraising a body of evidence 
in narrow focused research questions, their use within the social sciences is subject 
to debates and a wide range of criticisms. The findings of the systematic review of 
reviews in Chapter 2 supports the scepticism over the use of systematic reviews within 
the social sciences. Reviews on epidemiological interventions tend to have high 
methodological quality, compared to reviews on interventions conducted using social 
science methodologies. The high methodological quality of epidemiological studies 
arises from the fact that systematic review methodology emanated from medical and 
epidemiological research disciplines (Baker et al., 2014; Clark et al., 2017). Hence, 
over time, highly concise instruments and reporting standards have been developed 
that provide a coherent way of researching and reporting on interventions and reviews. 
The converse is true within studies and reviews in the social sciences, particularly 
social protection reviews, which have adopted the methods of systematic review from 
the medical disciplines (Mallett et al., 2012). Also, poorly conducted primary studies 
could also account for the low review quality of social protection reviews. 
Also problematic within the social sciences are qualitative studies which are often 
viewed as less rigorous in terms of methodology and research design. These studies 
often adopt different methodologies in evaluating and reporting on interventions and 
studies which are quite different from quantitative social science approaches. This 




meta-analytical approaches, which may therefore omit the consideration of key 
findings.  This research, however, included published reviews that included qualitative 
studies as well as more traditional reviews, therefore averting some of the biases often 
ascribed to such studies. 
It is important for harmonised guidelines within the social sciences to guide the nature, 
process and conduct of systematic reviews within the discipline. This could take the 
form of designing rigorous guidelines for the conduct of both qualitative and 
quantitative studies within the discipline. This could include registering studies, 
publishing study protocols in line with generally agreed guidelines and publishing 
research data used in the analysis. It is also important to develop and update 
guidelines for assessing the quality, and overall strength of evidence of primary studies 
before including them in systematic reviews. 
8.4.4 Lack of common measurement indicators 
One reason for the low methodological quality and high risk of bias of social protection 
reviews could be associated with the application of different outcome measures. Even 
with the same outcome, different units of measurements may exist. Different studies 
measure different outcomes using different units of measurement. Food security and 
resilience to food insecurity is often subject to different interpretations and 
measurement. Often referred to as multidimensional (Masset, 2011), food security is 
measured using different outcomes such as income, FCS, HFIAS, CSI, household 
dietary diversity score, reduced coping strategies index, and number of meals 
consumed in a day, which are subjectively measured. In a similar way, an individual, 
household or community resilience capacity is dependent on several factors which 
may be exogenous. The different outcome measures, which measure different aspects 
of food security and resilience to food insecurity, are problematic in the context of 
conducting systematic reviews and evidence synthesis. In contrast to some other 
areas of research, which often have unambiguous outcome measures (e.g. 
micronutrient density, mortality rate), social science disciplines may address multiple 
contexts across a researched population, and different ways of measuring outcomes. 
Taking all these shortcomings of evidence synthesis within social sciences, mixed 
methods evidence synthesis (Harden, 2010) offers an opportunity for: (i) both 




measures; and (iii) maximising the interpretation of contextualised findings (Clark et 
al., 2017). It is for these reasons that the review of reviews presented in Chapter 2 of 
this thesis included both qualitative and quantitative reviews, reviews with different 
outcome measures of food security and resilience to food insecurity, as well as 
contextualising the scope of the study to LMICs. While there are several ways in which 
this could be achieved (i.e. analysing both qualitative and quantitative studies together 
or separately), standardising different outcome measures by using effect sizes and the 
use of probabilistic methodologies are important approaches worth considering within 
social sciences disciplines. This will not only help to tackle the complexity in the 
measurement of outcomes within social sciences but will also lead to greater inclusivity 
of relevant studies that would otherwise have been excluded. 
8.4.5 Mixed method research 
The recommended use of mixed methods in evidence synthesis follows on from the 
dominant role that mixed methods have played as a research methodology (Harden, 
2010; Bryman and Bell, 2011) within the discipline of social science. Though this is 
often viewed within the traditional lens of QUANT-QUAL research, mixed methods 
research goes beyond that, to include the use of other methods in other disciplines 
(Harden, 2010). One of the strengths of the research presented in this thesis is the 
unique way of using systematic review methods to establish a research problem and 
going further to explore the problem, both qualitatively and quantitatively (SR-QUANT-
QUAL). This presents a methodological perspective which fits within the purview of 
mixed methods research. 
Future research needs to focus on the use of this paradigm which offers an evidence-
based approach to research within the social sciences. Given the nature of food 
security and interventions to ensure food security, impact evaluations and research 
must be reflective of the differing approaches and complexity of interventions. SR-
QUANT-QUAL approaches offers a unique way of: (i) establishing the evidence base 
of a research question using evidence synthesis, which can take the form of mixed 
methods evidence synthesis; and (ii) exploring the research problem by collecting 




8.5 Scope and limitations of the study 
The research sought to assess the impacts of the LEAP programme in rural areas in 
North-Western Ghana. The setting of the research is within the Jirapa Municipality in 
the Upper West Region of Ghana. Ten villages within this municipality were 
considered and included in the sample for which both qualitative and quantitative data 
were collected. The study collected food security data using three indicators of food 
security and other household level data which include livelihood activities, agricultural 
activities, demographic and socio-economic data. Not all data collected was used in 
the analysis. The study did not collect data at the individual, community or intra-
household level. Analysis could therefore not be extended to include community level 
and inter-household food distribution. 
The results of the cross-sectional study presented in this thesis identified the temporal 
nature of food security among households and communities within the study area. The 
research recognises the fact that in order to adequately investigate food security and 
households’ resilience to food insecurity in rural areas, households will need to be 
monitored for a considerable period of time. This is because rural households move in 
and out of food insecurity due to both systematic and idiosyncratic risk factors. Time 
series data is needed to adequately measure food security and households’ resilience 
to food insecurity. As such, the data for this research is limited to cross sectional data 
of some selected communities within the Jirapa municipality in North-Western Ghana. 
A longitudinal study is herein recommended as an extension of this research. 
Given the multidimensionality of food security and the fact that food insecurity is not 
static, the variables included in the analysis in this study should not be viewed as 
causes of food insecurity, but rather in association or correlates. Statistically, the 
direction of causality of the variables sometimes run in both ways. Interpretation of the 
results should therefore be done in light of this fact. The multi-method research used 
has helped provide more meaning and explanation on the associations of the various 
variables to food security. Hence, although, statistical causality may be difficult to 
establish in the quantitative analysis, the qualitative research helped explore the 
factors into more details. For instance, a small household size could be a sign of food 
security and could also represent food insecurity as the household will lack family 
labour to work on family farms. The converse is true with large households. 




to rural-rural drift, which often changes the demographic make-up of rural households 
in rural communities making them potentially vulnerable to food insecurity. It is also 
related to the perceived notion of having ‘doobo’ in the household which is viewed as 
a source of food security among community members. 
Furthermore, the results of the study are applicable to the study area and cannot be 
generalised to the entire population, region or country. However, given the 
homogenous nature of most villages, districts and/or municipalities within the study 
region, one can generalise elements of the findings to represent the population. For 
instance, the notion of experiences of households with food insecurity during certain 
periods of the year (hunger months), especially during the peak of the dry season, is 
a phenomenon that applies to rural communities across the agro-ecological zone of 
Northern Ghana (Guinea Savannah Belt). Therefore, the findings and policy 
recommendations of this study could be sufficiently generalised to include aspects of 
commonality in communities, districts, regions and could possibly have wider 
applications in other regions of SSA. 
8.6 Personal reflections  
Reflecting on the entire research process for this thesis, there are identified issues 
worth mentioning which could have impacted on the direction of the research. First, 
the systematic review of reviews could have been limited to studies or reviews on 
countries in SSA and the review questions more narrowly defined to specific 
interventions. While the issue of the review questions and the inclusion and exclusion 
criteria are important considerations in conducting systemic reviews within the social 
sciences, limiting the scope of the review to SSA would have yielded studies that 
specifically relate to the region. 
Second, the methods of collecting data and analysing household food security could 
have also been improved. As noted earlier, food security is multidimensional and 
households move in and out of food security over time, a characteristic which defines 
resilience to food insecurity. Therefore, data collection could have been conducted at 
two levels, whereby the same instrument is administered to the same household at 
different times. Data gathered in this way would form a time series which could have 
provided more information on how households cope with food insecurity over time. 




conduct, the sample size could have been reduced to accommodate the time limitation 
of a PhD. 
Lastly, the multidimensional nature of food security means that there are several 
indicators or ways of measuring household food security. Though this research used 
three indicators for measuring household food security, the study would have 
benefited from using the recently developed food insecurity experience scale (FIES). 
FIES is an indicator that has been globally accepted and used as the yardstick in 
measuring progress towards Goal 2, targets 2.1 and 2.2 of the UN Sustainable 
Development Goals. The use of FIES would have made it possible to compare results 
from the research with the global averages and other regions of the world. However, 
this indicator was only finalised after this research had already been piloted. The use 
of a harmonised methodology for measuring household food security and resilience to 
food insecurity is an important recommendation that this research makes. This would 
pave the way for a coherent evidence synthesis within social science disciplines. 
8.7 Direction for future research 
This research has presented key findings which have policy and methodological 
implications. While the personal reflections highlights ways in which this research 
could have been conducted, this section details areas identified in this study as still in 
of research. To begin with, while this analysis is limited to households, it is important 
to consider resilience in the context of entire communities and regions. This is 
important because households and the individuals in them form part of the food system 
which is embedded in the local economy within communities and regions. It is for this 
reason that this research recommends community-level resilience development as a 
tool for dealing with seasonal food insecurity. Qualitative frameworks for community-
level resilience development like the Community Based Resilience Analysis (CoBRA) 
framework of UNDP already exist. However, these are modelled based on community-
level disaster resilience. Evaluating (both quantitatively and qualitatively) the resilience 
of communities to food insecurity is important in understanding the various drivers of 
resilience in communities. For instance, while the quantitative study finds the LEAP 
programme to create resilience among households, qualitative analysis of data 




beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of the LEAP programme which undermines social 
support systems which hitherto existed in communities. 
This research has also presented findings on new trends regarding intergenerational 
poverty transfer. Generational poverty transfer has been observed in other settings, 
particularly developed countries and developing European countries, to spread from 
parents to children. The transfer of poverty from children to parents is a phenomenon 
that is scarcely mentioned in the literature. However, the transfer of poverty and/or 
responsibilities from children to parents in communities in this study is intriguing and 
requires further research. It is therefore important that further research is conducted 
on this issue using appropriate models or concepts of intergenerational poverty 
transfer. 
This research also reported the important role that livestock assets play in household 
resilience to food insecurity. Yet, communities experience seasonal livestock diseases 
which pose a threat to the livelihoods and food security of households. This exposes 
communities to other shocks including price inflation of staple foods in local markets. 
Understanding the various drivers of the depletion of livestock assets is therefore 
important in tailoring interventions. Additionally, it is important for further research to 
be conducted based on randomised control trials to exploring the possibility of using 
livestock assets as a form of social protection. 
Lastly, future research needs to consider the multidimensional nature of food security 
and resilience to food insecurity. Hence data requirements should reflect the different 
dimensions of food security and resilience to food insecurity. For food security, this 
should reflect the availability, accessibility, utilisation and stability dimensions of food 
security. Additionally, and as reflected upon earlier, households move in and out of 
food insecurity. The data requirements for the proposed direction of research should 
therefore be focused on collecting time series data. This will better adequately show 
the coping strategies and resilience capacities of households. 
8.8 Concluding remarks 
Eliminating food insecurity is a very daunting challenge. As such, policy interventions 
need to be specific and target the four dimensions of food security, as well as 




reported have not always addressed the problems of food insecurity. Communities 
and household within North-Western Ghana which fall within the Guinea Savannah 
agro-ecological zone are prone to food insecurity and the possibility of hunger if 
adequate measures are not implemented. Communities within this zone are further 
exposed to shocks such as drought, sickness, and agricultural pests and diseases, 
which often make it difficult to achieve food security. It has therefore become 
problematic for communities and households to attain resilience to food insecurity. 
Based on the intervention of the Government of Ghana through the LEAP programme, 
this study uses both qualitative and quantitative methodologies to explore the 
determinants of household food security and resilience to food insecurity. 
The research presented in this thesis sought to answer the following research 
questions: (1) what is the evidence base of food security interventions in LMICs?; (2) 
what are the food security status and determinants of food security among 
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of the LEAP programme?; (3) what is the resilience 
capacity and determinants of resilience capacity among beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries of the LEAP programme?; and (4) what are the uses and perceived uses 
of LEAP transfers among beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of the LEAP 
programme? This study found the evidence base of food security intervention to be 
mixed, particularly with regard to social protection interventions. Even more equivocal 
is the impacts of the Ghana LEAP programme which has been reported to have mixed 
impacts regarding household food security. Overall, LEAP beneficiaries are more likely 
to be food secure, compared to non-LEAP beneficiaries. However, food security 
statuses are temporary and often based on ad hoc food purchases, particularly during 
food insecure months. Furthermore, though LEAP beneficiaries displayed a high RCI, 
receipt of LEAP transfers did not have any direct impact on resilience development. In 
order to further explore this finding, qualitative findings suggested that LEAP transfers 
may have indirect impacts in resilience development through investment in children’s 
education. However, such benefits were usually unlikely to be experienced by the 
aged parents or grandparents who were the recipients of the cash transfers. In addition 
to the above, the qualitative analysis also discovered: (i) a growing trend towards an 
intergenerational transfer of poverty from children to adults in the communities studied; 
and (ii) a highly perceived intergenerational contract between children and parents 
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Appendix A Protocol for systematic review of reviews 
Plain language summary 
Background: Food and nutrition insecurity poses a serious threat to many countries in the 
world, most especially to developing countries. There is a varied evidence base regarding 
food security interventions in developing countries. The proliferation of studies regarding 
these interventions overburdens decision and policy makers in identifying best practices. 
There are numerous reviews on food security interventions. Thus, a systematic review of all 
the reviews on food and nutrition security interventions will appraise and identify the best 
evidence available to guide policy and decision makers. 
Methods/design: We will search for reviews in the following databases: Campbell Library, 
Cochrane Library, 3ie Library, Collaboration for Environmental Evidence, Joana Briggs 
Institute, Centre for Evidence Dissemination, Evidence for Policy and Practice Information, 
Web of Science, and journals of Global Food Policy, Food Security and Food Policy. Two 
reviewers will independently select studies for inclusion, extract data and assess the quality 
and reporting standards of the reviews using AMSTAR, ROBIS and PRISMA tools. We will 
analyse both qualitative and quantitative data and synthesise data according to preferred 
standards. Data will be presented in the form of a narrative synthesis with opportunities for 
further quantitative analysis highlighted.  
Discussion: There is incoherence in the description, analysis and intervention in the food 
security system. Some of the incoherence revolves around the lack of unified systems 
thinking. We will develop a framework for parameterisation with information from 
assessments of the effectiveness of interventions. 
Keywords: Malnutrition, nutrition security, rapid reviews, systems science, food systems, 
evidence synthesis, poverty alleviation 
Background 
Food insecurity has been a major challenge that countries, development agencies and civil 
society have had to cope with over the past decades (FAO, 2015; Devereux and Maxwell, 
2001). There is a large academic literature on FS, thus, many food insecurity interventions 
have been suggested and implemented both in developing and developed countries. Yet, 
the challenge of food insecurity persists and is the focus of agricultural policy in the 




Development Goals, which underscores the global consensus to eradicate food insecurity in 
all countries of the world (SDGs, 2015). 
Decision makers have been faced with a plethora of studies that have been conducted into 
food insecurity interventions in developing countries (Bastian et al., 2010). These are of 
different quality, scope and with different methodologies and conclusions for policy makers. 
For instance, a systematic search for cash transfer interventions on food insecurity in 
specific databases revealed over 100 studies and numerous impact evaluations on food 
security outcomes. Given the growing body of evidence, there is a need for critical 
evaluation and a summary of the available evidence to inform policy and decision making 
(Gannan et al., 2010). 
A logical way of summarising and synthesising all these reviews is by conducting ‘an 
overview of reviews’ (also known as a review of reviews) of the various food security 
interventions. According to Smith et al (2011), “the review of reviews aims to provide a 
summary of evidence from more than one (systematic) review at a variety of different levels, 
including the combination of different interventions, different outcomes, different conditions, 
problems or populations, or the provision of summary of evidence on the adverse effects of 
an intervention”. This paves the way for reviews to be appraised thereby providing decision 
and policy makers with rapid and available evidence on the best interventions for decision 
and policy making. 
Food insecurity interventions target particular sections of a population (individuals, 
households, communities, region, sub-regions, countries etc.) that are food insecure or show 
characteristics of being food insecure in the future (Devereux and Maxwell, 2001). These 
interventions range from helping individuals/households/communities produce more food, 
access nutritious food substances through a variety of mechanisms and to maintain the 
constant nutritional needs over time. It is not uncommon to find interventions such as cash 
and micro-credit interventions aimed at facilitating access to food, inputs and improved seed 
varieties aimed at increasing production of food in many developing countries and food 
banks aimed at ensuring the stability of food overtime. A systematic review of all the existing 
reviews on food security interventions in developing countries therefore provides a first-hand 
tool for policy and decision makers to identify the best interventions for implementation. 
Existing overviews are either non-systematic or only consider systematic reviews (Durao & 
Schoonees 2014) although the majority of the evidence-base is non-systematic. 
This protocol provides a guideline for an overview including non-systematic evidence of the 
various food security interventions being implemented in developing countries. It adapts 




of reviews. To this end, it encapsulates the various sources for locating and retrieving 
reviews, review selection criteria, quality assessment of reviews, data analysis and 
presentation of results. 
Description of the interventions 
Following renewed concerns and commitments of ensuring food security in developing 
countries, a number of intervention programmes have sprung up in developing countries to 
help vulnerable households and communities attain food security. Food insecurity 
interventions ranges from addressing problems in the productivity, accessibility and 
utilisation of food and food substances to ensure stability of food in short and long term basis 
(FAO, 2015). Interventions such as cash transfers, microcredit, food banks, extension 
services, agricultural subsidies, value chain development, improved varieties, and 
technology adoption have been targeted at farming households to improve food security. An 
intervention may be directed at one or more dimensions of food security. For instance, 
whereas interventions such as cash transfers and micro-finance are targeted at all the 
dimensions of food security, farmer field schools and input subsidy interventions are targeted 
at only food availability. Currently, these interventions dictate the pace at which developing 
countries become food secure. In light of this, some interventions have yielded positive 
results and have proven to be worthwhile for more funding and support from development 
partners and policy makers, while others too have been unsupportive in efforts to reduce 
food insecurity. Figure 1 below illustrates the framework of the various interventions and how 
they are linked to the various pathways to food security. 





Interventions are listed in table two; outcomes are listed in table three; colour coding is 
explained below. 
How the interventions might work 
The proliferation of food insecurity interventions in developing countries presumes some 
successes in ensuring food security. Various interventions are directed at one or more 
dimensions of food security. In theory, these interventions will address the causes of food 
insecurity, which are; food availability decline (availability) (Devereux, 2009), exchange 
entitlement failures (accessibility and utilisation) (Sen. 1981), and response failures (stability) 
(Devereux, 2009). Hence, interventions that do not conducive to addressing any of the 
dimensions of food security will be classified as not contributing to food security.  
The above framework shows how various interventions affect the pathways (green nodes) to 
food security. It is important to note that, there is no single intervention that aims at 
addressing only one pathway to food security. For instance, even though the purpose of a 
cash transfer intervention is to ensure accessibility to food and nutrition security, it has 
positive externalities on food availability, utilisation and stability of the food system. From the 
framework above, various interventions (yellow nodes) are grouped into input/equipment, 
extension services, production, credit and storage (blue nodes), which has direct and indirect 




when the barriers to ensuring the existence of these pathways are removed by the 
interventions (yellow nodes). 
Why it is important to do this overview? 
There is an increasing demand from governments and policy makers in developing countries 
on the best approaches to achieve food security. The renewed global concern to eradicate 
hunger and achieve food insecurity, improve nutrition and promoting sustainable agriculture 
by 2030 further underscores the need for interventions that are targeted at vulnerable 
populations. This review is therefore relevant as it seeks to; 
Inform policy and decision makers on the best interventions that are effective in combating 
food and nutrition security in developing countries 
Identify evidence gaps for future research 
Facilitate development of a systems model of the dynamics of the food system in developing 
countries 
Objectives of the review of reviews 
The review questions for this overview of reviews are; 
What is the current state of evidence of food security interventions in developing countries? 
How does these interventions impact the food and nutrition status of individuals, households, 
communities and countries? 
What is the design and quality of systematic reviews and comprehensive reviews addressing 
food insecurity and what conclusions are drawn? 
What is the contribution of the interventions to resilience development by individuals, 
households, communities and countries? 
What evidence gaps exist and how can further research or systematic and comprehensive 
reviews address the gaps? 
What are the policy and practice implications of the evidence synthesized by the review of 
reviews? 
Methods 
Sources and searching 
Following guidelines provided by the information obtained methods group of Campbell 




reviews on food insecurity interventions in developing countries. Reviews will be retrieved 
from electronic data bases that publish systematic reviews. Additionally, selected journals 
and databases of notable organisations shall be searched. A common search strategy will 
be adopted for searching for both published and unpublished reviews. This will be in the 
form of keywords and phrases and the use of Booleans and predictors as described by 
Hammerstrom et al. (2010). Grey literature shall also be searched and assessed for 
inclusion. 
Electronic searches 
The review team will search electronic data bases to ensure that a wide variety of systematic 
reviews are appraised for inclusion. Firstly, this review of reviews will search data bases that 
publish systematic reviews. We will search the libraries of the following; Campbell 
Collaboration, Cochrane Collaboration, Collaboration for Environmental Evidence Synthesis, 
Joana Briggs Institute, Centre for Evidence Dissemination, International Initiative for Impact 
Evaluation (3ie), and Evidence for Policy and Practice Information (EPPI).  
Furthermore, we will search web of science and the journals of food security, food policy and 
global food policy for published reviews. The search strategy will be based on guidance 
provided in Hammerstrøm et al. (2010) and Sampson et al. (2009) as seen the table 1 
below. The search will be limited to reviews from 1990 to 2017, and reviews reported or 
published in English. 
Other searches 
Further searches will be conducted in the data bases of the following organisations for both 
published and unpublished reviews; 
Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) 
World Food Programme (WFP) 
International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) 
International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) 
Grey literature 
For unpublished reviews, the review team will search online repositories. This will include 
google, dogpile and writing to authors of all included reviews. This will ensure the 
identification of all reviews on food insecurity for plausible inclusion. 
When satisfied all the relevant reviews have been searched for, titles and abstracts will be 




manager. Two reviewers will then independently review downloaded abstracts in more detail 
to determine which papers should be retrieved and reviewed at full text. Two reviewers will 
then independently assess by the text studies for inclusion, with any disagreements 
determined by a third reviewer or settled through a consensus between reviewers. We will 
note the details of all searches and report this in the review report. The search criteria are 
shown in table 1 below. 
Review selection criteria 
The criteria for including reviews in the review will be based on the PICOS format; 
participants (households, communities, regions and countries), interventions (all food 
insecurity interventions implemented or being implemented in developing countries), 
outcomes (any outcome measure that contributes to the different dimensions of food 
security). It also includes studies that look at food security from other perspectives such as 
poverty alleviation, women empowerment among others (defined below). 
Types of participants 
This review will include reviews on food insecurity interventions on households, 
communities, regions and sub-regions and countries in developing countries. It shall 
consider reviews that seek to compare food insecurity interventions in different regions. For 
instance, reviews of cash transfer interventions on food security in Sub Saharan Africa and 
Latin America. 
Types of interventions 
This review will consider any intervention targeted at reducing the impact of food insecurity 
in developing countries. It will consider interventions targeted at all dimensions of food 
security (availability, accessibility, utilisation and stability). Table 2 below describes various 
food insecurity interventions and the possible dimension of food security which it addresses.  
 Types of comparisons 
Reviews will be included if they compare the following; 
Reviews which include studies which compare the introduction of an intervention to the 
status quo 
Reviews which includes studies that compares changes over time including interrupted time 
series, time series, before and after studies and space for time substitution 
Reviews which include studies which compares the impact of the intervention between 




































 Extension services OR Farmer field school OR 
Technology OR Machinery OR GMOs OR 
Improved varieties OR (Subsidies OR Food 
subsidies OR Agricultural subsidies OR Input 
subsidies OR farm* subsidies) Land tenure security 
OR Education OR (Conditional cash OR transfers 
OR Unconditional cash transfers OR Vouchers OR 
Work for food OR Automatic cash transfers) OR 
(Microcredit OR microfinance OR Soft loans OR 
micro lending OR Self-help OR cooperatives) OR 
Structural adjustment programs OR Government 
policy OR Agricultural value chain development OR 
Crop rotation OR 
Shifting cultivation OR (Food banks OR food 
reserves OR Grain storage) OR (Farmer based 
organisations OR FBOs) OR Green revolution OR 
(Irrigation OR small scale irrigation) OR Agricultural 
marketing OR food aid OR School Feeding 
Programmes OR 
 
 Low and Middle 
Income countries 












 Food insecurity interventions (Additional interventions identified in the search measuring defined outcomes will be added) 
Intervention Description Definition Possible dimension of food security 
availability accessibility stability utilisation 
Agricultural extension 
services 
Sometimes referred to as 
“extension services”, this 
requires experienced 
field officers who visit 
farmers on periodic 
bases to teach them 
better farming practices 
“Agricultural extension can be described as the 
process of introducing farmers to knowledge, 
information, and technologies that can improve their 
production, income and welfare” (Purcell and 
Anderson, 1997).   
ü     
Farmer field schools It is a form of an 
agricultural extension 
services. It is a farmer-to-
farmer extension service 
where farmers are trained 
to also train their peers or 
neighbouring farmers 
“Farmer field schools (FFS) is described as a 
Platform and “School without walls” for improving 
decision making capacity of farming communities and 
stimulating local innovation for sustainable 
agriculture.” (Godrick Khisa, 2004) 
In general Farmer Field Schools (FFS) consist of 
groups of people with a common interest, who get 
together on a regular basis to study the “how and why” 
of a particular topic. The topics covered can vary 
considerably. The FFS however are particularly 
adapted to field study, where specific hands-on 
management skills and conceptual understanding is 
required. (Kevin Gallagher : Fundamental Elements of 
a FFS, Leisa Magazine March 2003) 
 




Subsidies This can be in the form of 
agricultural subsidies, 
input subsidies, food 
subsidies, farm subsidies 
etc. 
“a benefit provided to individuals or businesses as a 
result of government policy that raises their revenues 
or reduces their costs and thus affects production, 
consumption, trade, income, and the environment. 
The benefit generated by policy may take different 
forms such as an increase in output price, a reduction 
in input-price, a tax rebate, an interest rate 
concession, or a direct budgetary transfer.” (Portugal, 
2002) 
ü  ü    
Food subsidies Designed to help lower 
income families meet the 
nutrient components in 
staple foods. Comes in 
different forms such as 
school feeding 
programmes, food 
vouchers, food stamps, 
food for pregnant or 
breast feeding mothers 
etc. 
Follows from definition above  ü   ü  
GMOs This intervention helps 
increase food availability 
by growing various crops 
that are resistant 
“GMOs can be defined as organisms in which the 
genetic material (DNA) has been altered in a way that 
does not occur naturally by mating or natural 
recombination, i.e. by being genetically modified (GM) 
or by recombinant DNA technology” (Anklam et al., 
2001) 
ü  ü  ü   
Land tenure security This depends on 
government policies put 
Land tenure security is the individual’s perception of 
his/her rights to a piece of land on a continual basis, 




in place to secure 
agricultural land rights for 
smallholders e.g. 
registration of farm lands 
free from imposition or interference from outside 
sources, as well as the ability to reap the benefits of 
labour or capital invested in land, either in use or 
upon alienation. This definition contains three 
components – breadth, duration and assurance –with 
legal and economic dimensions (Place, Roth and 
Hazell 1994)  
Cash transfers A form of social 
protection tool being 
implemented by most 
developing countries to 
help vulnerable groups in 
the society. 
 “The provision of money to individuals or households, 
either as emergency relief intended to meet their 
basic needs for food and non-food items, or services, 
or to buy assets essential for the recovery of their 
livelihoods”.(CaLP, 2010). 
Cash transfers are direct, regular and predictable 
non-contributory payments that raise and smooth 
incomes with the objective of reducing poverty and 
vulnerability. (DFID, 2011). 
ü  ü  ü  ü  
Micro finance This involves giving funds 
to people in the form of 
very low interest rates to 
provide capital for 
investment 
The term “microfinance” refers to the full range of 
financial services that low-income people use, 
including not only credit but also savings, insurance, 
and money transfers (Rosenberg, 2010) 
ü  ü  ü  ü  
Agricultural value chain  Value Chain is a 
business oriented 
approach, which aims at 
capturing the best value 
at all stages of 
production, processing 
and trading, from farmers 
Value chain – the set of actors (private, public, and 
including service providers) and the sequence of 
value-adding activities involved in bringing a product 
from production to the final consumer. In agriculture 
they can be thought of as a ‘farm to fork’ set of 
processes and flows (Miller and da Silva, 2007). 





processors and retailers 
up to the final consumer. 
Food banks/grain 
reserves 
This is given different 
names in different 
regions. It is also referred 
to as grain reserves,  
“Food banks provide food aid to people in acute need, 
following referral by a health or social care 
professional, or other agency or voluntarily based on 
the hardship being experience”. (Perry et al., 2015; 
Downing and Kennedy, 2014) 
ü  ü  ü   
Food aid This can take different 
forms and may include 
project food aid (food 
grown in foreign 
countries and given to 
developing countries), 
emergency/relief food aid 
(food given out in times 
of crises or disaster) and 
project food aid (food 
given out to support 
specific projects such as 
to curb malnutrition, food 
security etc.) 
“the international sourcing of concessional resources 
in the form of or for the provision of food” (Barrett and 
Maxwell, 2005) 
 
“Food aid can be understood as all food supported 
interventions aimed at improving the food security of 
poor people in the short and long term, whether 
funded via international, national public and (sic) 
private resources. (Von Braun, 2003) 




Types of outcomes  







• No. of Calories in 




• No. of meals consumed in a day 
• Nutrients components in meals consumed 
• % of under-weighed children 
• % of population malnourished 
• % of children under 5 yrs. malnourished 






• Yields per 
hectare or acre or 
unit of land 
• % increase 
• Weight of production per unit of land are 
• monetary value of yield (monetary value of production per unit of land area) 
• Total income (monetary income or sales of production sold in the market 
(quantity sold in the market)) 
• Net revenue, profits per unit area (monetary value of yields less cost per unit 





• Income spent on 
food and non-
food substances 
• % living 
above/below 
poverty threshold 
• Ability to purchase other food stuffs not produced 
• Profits per unit of land/activity 
• Average annual income 
• % of households being food insecure all year round 
• % of population meeting energy requirement 
• Average energy intake 
• % eating 3 meals daily 
Accessibility Primary 
Poverty • % living 
above/below 
poverty threshold 
• Income spent on food 
• No. of people who are food insecure 
• Amount of money spent on food per day 




• % of women in 
productive 
activities 
• Positive and negative impacts on women 
• Indices of self-esteem:  





• comfortable giving opinion,  
• participating in community,  
• collective action, 
• contributing to household expenses  
Resilience • Asset 
accumulation 
(both agric. & 
non-agric) 
• Alternative livelihood activities 
• Non-farm activities 
• Accessibility to public facilities  
• Access to economic capital (market, finance, information etc.) 
Stability  Secondary 




• Incidence of attendance to health facility Utilisation  Secondary 
Access to public 
facilities 
• Availability of 
shelter, access to 
clean water, 
school enrolment 




Data collection and analysis and quality assessment of reviews 
Reviews of food security interventions are many and varied. Therefore, to be able to assess 
which reviews are of best quality and can inform decision making, quality assessment of the 
reviews will have to be done, particularly, reviews that cover trans-disciplinary studies. This 
systematic review of reviews shall conduct a quality assessment of all included reviews.  
Currently, there is no single tool for the assessment of systematic reviews (Shea et al., 
2009). Although several tools exist that assesses systematic reviews from different 
perspectives, there is no single tool that assesses all its components (Smith et al., 2011). 
For instance, whereas the PRISMA (formerly QUOROM) tool looks at the reporting 
standards of systematic reviews (Liberati et al., 2009), the AMSTAR tool looks at the 
methodological quality of reviews (Shea et al., 2009) and the ROBIS tool assesses reporting 
bias in reviews (Whiting et al., 2016). 
We will adapt the heuristic framework provided by GRADE to assess overall strength of 
evidence. In order to gather the requisite data for analysis, the review team will follow the 
criteria as outlined below. 
Selection of reviews 
Two reviewers will independently consider the titles and abstracts of reviews from the 
systematic searches conducted. Disagreement between reviewers on the inclusion of a 
particular review will be settled by a third reviewer or by consensus.  Reviews which are all 
agreed upon by the reviewers will then be included for full length text retrieval and reading. 
Quality assessments  
Assessment – reporting standards of included reviews (PRISMA) 
First, all reviews will be checked against the PRISMA statement to ensure that they meet the 
prescribed reporting standards. Secondly, reviews will then be grouped as PRISMA and 
non-PRISMA. A review will be classified as a PRISMA review if it satisfies the check list per 
PRISMA (Liberati et al., 2009). Two reviewers will undertake this activity with disagreements 
rectified through a consensus or by a third reviewer. The review team will then proceed to 
assess the methodological quality of the included reviews. 
Assessment – methodological quality of included reviews (AMSTAR) 
Two reviewers will assess the methodological quality of the included reviews. Reviews will 
be subjected to an eleven criteria test developed by the AMSTAR team. Signalling questions 




“Yes (Y)”, “No (N)” and “Unclear (UC)”, with “Yes” denoting that high quality methods were 
applied and “No” being the counterfactual. A review is judged with following high quality 
methods if all the eleven signalling questions were answered “Yes” and low quality methods 
referring to the counterfactual. It is unclear if it is a mixed response. 
Assessment – risk of bias in included reviews (ROBIS) 
This review will rely on the ROBIS tool for the assessment of risk of bias of included reviews. 
Four domains representing study eligibility criteria, identification and selection of studies, 
data collection and study appraisal and synthesis and findings (Whiting et al., 2016) will be 
assessed. Signalling questions will be used to assess the judgements in each of these four 
domains. The signalling questions will be answered as follows: “Yes (Y)”, “Probably Yes 
(PY)”, “Probably No (PN)”, “No (N)” and “No Information (NI)”, with “Yes” meaning low 
concerns and “No” representing the counterfactual. Each bias domain is adjudged “Low”, 
“High” or “Unclear”. For a domain to be judged “Low level of concerns”, then all signalling 
questions for the domain are “Yes” or “Probably Yes” (see questionnaire attached). 
Concerns about bias will be raised if any signalling question is answered “No” or “Probably 
No” (Whiting eta al., 2016). From this tool, non-systematic reviews will be prima facie high 
risk of bias even though methodology and reporting may be of great standards 
(Barbateskovic et al., 2016).  
Assessment of overall strength of evidence (GRADE) 
The results of any study depends on the quality of evidence as well as the quality of 
methods used in gathering such evidence (Chalmers et al., 2002). Hence, the results from 
the reviews will be depended on the quality of methods used, the element of bias and the 
effectiveness of the reporting mechanisms. To this end, the review team shall adapt the 
GRADE grading format based on analysis of PRISMA, ROBIS and AMSTAR assessment of 
the included reviews. Two reviewers will be involved in giving independent scores to reviews 
after which the average is adapted as the overall score for the review. In the assessment of 
the risk of bias of included reviews, high risk studies will be assigned a score from “-3 to -1”, 
low risk reviews a score from “+1 to +3” and unclear risk of bias will be marked as “unclear”. 
In assessing studies according to methodological quality, High methodological quality 
reviews will attract a score from “+1 to +3”, low methodological reviews attract a score from 
“-3 to -1” and unclear methods will be marked as unclear. In using the PRISMA to grade 
reviews, PRISMA reviews will attract a score of between “+1 to +3”, Non-PRISMA reviews of 
poor quality will attract “-1 to 0” and non-PRISMA reviews of high quality will attract an 





Data extraction and management 
One reviewer will extract data from reviews which will be verified by a second reviewer. 
Disagreements between the two reviewers on extracted data will be settled by consensus or 
in consultation with a third reviewer. Data to be extracted from the reviews will include the 
following; 
Number of studies included in the reviews 
Sample sizes of Studies 
Overall assessment of direction and magnitude of effect informed by the size and number of 
studies included in the reviews 
Overall strength of evidence using the heuristic framework provided by GRADE. 
Outcomes and outcome measures used in the review 
Reporting standards of reviews based on PRISMA 
Review characteristics which will include (types of interventions, objectives of the review, the 
setting of the review, authors, review title, etc.) 
 
Data analysis and synthesis 
Narrative synthesis will be informed by tabulation of review characteristics relating to 
reporting, risk of bias and strength of evidence. Areas where further quantitative meta-
analysis is possible will be identified. A Systems model will be parameterised with evidence 
from the review of reviews in subsequent work. 
Presentation of results and findings 
Results of analysis and data will be presented as a narrative synthesis. The main results of 
included reviews as well as their characteristics will be summarised and presented in a 
tabular form. An overview of the quality assessment based on the PRISMA, AMSTAR and 
ROBIS will be presented.  
We will present the findings of the review in tables categorising each assessment and review 
types. The adapted GRADE system will be used to assess the overall strength of reviews 
based on the PRISMA, ROBIS and AMSTAR assessment of reviews. The GRADE approach 
is based on the extent to which one can be confident that an estimate effect of a review 




body of evidence to be considered in the review will be the quality of the reporting standards, 
the methodological quality and the risk of bias assessment. 
Discussion 
Decision makers are increasingly compelled to choose from a variety of equally competing 
interventions. Food insecurity is one in which varied interventions are being implemented in 
developing countries. This systematic review of reviews will be a springboard to look at the 
current state of evidence on these interventions. 
The food system is part of a larger socio-ecological system which depends on the interplay 
of decisions made by agents. The evidence from this review of food insecurity interventions 
will be targeted at helping policy makers make informed decisions and to help build a 
systems model based on the food security system. Through this review, all the available 
interventions that have been reported in reviews will be appraised to identify the 
effectiveness of interventions. 
This review will also identify gaps in knowledge to prioritise future primary research and 
research synthesis endeavours.  
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Appendix B: Quality Assessment tool 
[Quality assessment criteria for reviews] 
Section A: Assessment of methodology 
For each of these questions below, tick ONE box that denotes your assessment of the 
review.  
Y=Yes, N=No, UNC=Unclear 
1. Was an 'a priori' design provided?                                            □Y □N □UNC 
2. Was there duplicate study selection and data extraction?          □Y □N □UNC 
3. Was a comprehensive literature search performed?                  □Y □N □UNC 
4. Was the status of publication (i.e. grey literature) used as an inclusion criterion? □Y □N 
□UNC 
5. Was a list of studies (included and excluded) provided?           □Y □N □UNC  
6. Where the characteristics of the included studies provided?       □Y □N □UNC 
7. Was the scientific quality of the included studies assessed and documented? □Y □N 
□UNC 
8. Was the scientific quality of the included studies used appropriately in formulating 
conclusions? 
□Y □N □UNC 





10. Was the likelihood of publication bias assessed?                                                   □Y □N 
□UNC 
11. Was the conflict of interest included?                                                                     □Y □N 
□UNC 
Section B: Assessment of reporting standards 
For each of these questions below, tick ONE box that denotes your assessment of the 
review. 
Y=Yes, PY=Probably Yes, PN=Probably No, N=No, NI=No Information 
Domain 1: Study eligibility criteria  
1.1 Did the review adhere to pre-defined objectives and eligibility criteria?           □Y □PY □PN 
□N □NI 
1.2 Were the eligibility criteria appropriate for the review question?                      □Y □PY □PN 
□N □NI 
1.3 Were eligibility criteria unambiguous?                                                               □Y □PY □PN 
□N □NI 
1.4 Were all restrictions in eligibility criteria based on study characteristics appropriate (e.g. 
date, sample size, study quality, outcomes measured)?                                                           
□Y □PY □PN □N □NI 
1.5 Were any restrictions in eligibility criteria based on sources of information appropriate (e.g. 
publication status or format, language, availability of data)?                                                
□Y □PY □PN □N □NI 
Domain 2: Identification and selection of studies 
2.1 Did the search include an appropriate range of databases/electronic sources for 
published and unpublished reports?                                                                                       
□Y □PY □PN □N □NI 
2.2 were methods additional to database searching used to identify relevant reports? □Y 
□PY □PN □N □NI 
2.3 were the terms and structure of the search strategy likely to retrieve as many eligible 
studies as possible?                                                                                                         □Y 
□PY □PN □N □NI 
2.4 were restrictions based on date, publication format, or language appropriate? □Y □PY 
□PN □N □NI 
2.5 were efforts made to minimise error in the selection of studies?   □Y □PY □PN □N □N 




3.1 Were efforts made to minimise error in data collection?         □Y □PY □PN □N □NI 
3.2 Were sufficient study characteristics available for both review authors and readers to 
be able to interpret the results?                                                                             □Y □PY 
□PN □N □NI 
3.3 Were all relevant study results collected for use in the synthesis? □Y □PY □PN □N □NI 
3.4 Was risk of bias (or methodological quality) formally assessed using appropriate 
criteria?  
 □Y □PY □PN □N □NI 
3.5 Were efforts made to minimise error in risk of bias assessment?  □Y □PY □PN □N □NI 
Domain 4: Synthesis and findings  
4.1 Did the synthesis include all studies that it should?  □Y □PY □PN □N □NI 
4.2 Were all pre-defined analyses reported or departures explained?  □Y □PY □PN □N □NI 
4.3 Was the synthesis appropriate given the nature and similarity in the research 
questions, study designs and outcomes across included studies?                    □Y □PY □PN 
□N □NI 
4.4 Was between study variations (heterogeneity) minimal or addressed in the synthesis?  
                                                             □Y □PY □PN □N □NI 
4.5 Were the findings robust, e.g. as demonstrated through funnel plot or sensitivity 
analyses?  
                                                              □Y □PY □PN □N □NI 
4.6 Were biases in primary studies minimal or addressed in the synthesis?  
                                                              □Y □PY □PN □N □NI 
Summary of concerns from four domains 
Domain High Low Unclear Concerns  Rationale for concerns 
1      
2      
3      
4      
 
Risk of bias in the review 
A. Did the interpretation of findings address all the concerns identified in domains 1 – 4? 




B. Was the relevance of identified studies to the review’s research questions appropriately 
considered? 
□Y □PY □PN □N □NI 
C. Did the reviewers avoid emphasising results based on their statistical significance? 
□Y □PY □PN □N □NI 
High  Low  Unclear 





Appendix C Glossary of terms used in systematic review 
Food security Food security exists when all people, at all times, have physical and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious 
food that meets their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life”. (World Food Summit, 1996) 
Food availability The availability of sufficient quantities of food of appropriate quality, supplied through domestic production or imports 
(including food aid). 
Food Access Access by individuals to adequate resources (entitlements) for acquiring appropriate foods for a nutritious diet. 
Entitlements are defined as the set of all commodity bundles over which a person can establish command given the 
legal, political, economic and social arrangements of the community in which they live (including traditional rights such 
as access to common resources). 
Food Utilisation Utilization of food through adequate diet, clean water, sanitation and health care to reach a state of nutritional well-being 
where all physiological needs are met. This brings out the importance of non-food inputs in food security. 
Food Stability To be food secure, a population, household or individual must have access to adequate food at all times. They should 
not risk losing access to food as a consequence of sudden shocks (e.g. an economic or climatic crisis) or cyclical 
events (e.g. seasonal food insecurity). The concept of stability can therefore refer to both the availability and access 
dimensions of food security. 
Nutrition security Nutrition security exists when food security is combined with a sanitary environment, adequate health services, and 
proper care and feeding practices to ensure a healthy life for all household members (CFS, 2011). 
Food insecurity Food insecurity exists when a person, household or community, region or nation does not at all times have physical, 
social and economic access to buy, produce, obtain or consume sufficient, safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary 
needs and food preferences for a healthy life. (Cash Learning Partnership, 2011) 
Intervention A defined package of temporary activities or actions through which facilitators seek to effect change 
Microfinance The provision of financial services adapted to the needs of micro entrepreneurs, low-income persons, or persons 
otherwise systematically excluded from formal financial services, especially small loans, small savings deposits, 
insurance, remittances, and payments services. 
Microcredit A sub-segment of microfinance that focuses on giving small loans to low-income people for the purpose of allowing 
them to earn additional income by investing in the establishment or expansion of microenterprises 
Purchasing 
power 




The entire set of organisations that support and facilitate people engaged in agricultural production to solve problems and 
to obtain information, skills and technologies to improve their livelihoods” (Anderson, 2007, p. 6) 
Household Members of the same family unit sharing a common income/expenditure pot and having the same cooking arrangements. 




Livelihood A livelihood refers to the capabilities, assets and strategies that people use to make a living. That is, to achieve food and 
economic security through a variety of economic or productive activities.  
Value Chain A sequence or “chain” of activities carried out by multiple enterprises to produce and sell goods and services. As a raw 
material travels along this chain, each company adds to the value of the good or service until the final product is 
delivered to the consumer. 
Vulnerability The conditions determined by physical, social, economic, environmental and political factors or processes, which increase 
risk and susceptibility of people to the impact of hazards. Vulnerability includes both exposure to risks and the ability of 
people or countries to manage those risks. Such ability includes measures to prevent and mitigate risks ex- ante (i.e. 
before risks materialize into shocks), as well as ex-post coping with shocks as they realize. 
Vulnerable Group Typically including children, the elderly, orphans, widows, people with disabilities, and people with HIV/AIDS, refugees 
or internally displaced persons, among others. In some settings, women are also classified as being vulnerable. 
Vulnerable groups face special difficulties in supporting themselves because of some particular aspect of their situation. 
Malnutrition The term malnutrition generally refers both to undernutrition and over nutrition of an individual or a group of people. It can 
also be referred to as deficiency in nutrients (Blössner et al., 2005) 
Low and Middle 
Income Countries 
For the current 2017 fiscal year, low-income economies are defined as those with a GNI per capita, calculated using the 
World Bank Atlas method, of $1,025 or less in 2015; lower middle-income economies are those with a GNI per capita 
between $1,026 and $4,035; upper middle-income economies are those with a GNI per capita between $4,036 and 
$12,475 (World Bank, 2017) 
Poverty “The bank defines extreme poverty as living on less than US$1.25 per day> (PPP), and moderate poverty as less 
than $2 a day. It has been estimated that in 2008, 1.4 billion people had consumption levels below US$1.25 a day and 
2.7 billion lived on less than $2 a day” (World Bank, 2017) 
Women 
empowerment 
“Women’s empowerment means women gaining more power and control over their own lives. This entails the idea 
of women’s continued disadvantage compared to men which is apparent in different economic, socio-cultural and 
political spheres.” (European Parliament, 2016) 
Resilience There are various definitions of what resilience is. In this particular review, resilience will be defined as asset and/or 
livelihood building (accumulation) by individuals, households, communities and regions to withstand shocks in the food 
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Appendix E Detailed Search Terms 
(Systematic review* OR Review* OR Literature review*) AND (Food OR Nutrition Security 
OR Food Security OR Food AND Nutrition AND Security) AND (Extension servic* OR 
Farmer field school* OR Technolog* OR Machin* OR GMOs* OR Improved variet* OR 
(Subsid* OR Food subsid* OR Agricultur* subsid* OR Input* subsid* OR farm* subsid*) Land 
tenure security OR Educat* OR (Conditional cash transfers OR transfers OR Unconditional 
cash transfers OR Vouchers OR Work for food OR Automatic cash transfers) OR 
(Microcredit OR microfinance OR Soft loans OR micro lending OR Self-help OR 
cooperatives) OR Structural adjustment program* OR Government policy* OR Agricultural 
value chain development OR Crop rotation OR Shifting cultivation OR (Food banks* OR food 
reserves* OR Grain storage) OR (Farmer based organisation* OR FBO*) OR Green 
revolution OR (Irrigation OR small scale irrigation) OR Agricultural marketing* OR food aid 
OR School Feeding Programmes*) AND  (Angola* OR Benin OR Botswana OR “Burkina 
Faso” OR Burundi OR Cameroon* OR “Cape Verde” OR “Central African Republic” OR 
Chad OR Comoros OR Congo OR “Cote d’Ivoire” OR “Ivory Coast” OR Djibouti OR 
“Equatorial Guinea” OR Eritrea* OR Ethiopia* OR Gabon* OR Gambia* OR Ghana* OR 
Guinea* OR “Guinea-Bissau” OR Kenya* OR Lesotho OR Liberia* OR Madagascar OR 
Malawi* OR Mali* OR Mauritania* OR Mauriti* OR Mozambiq* OR Namibia* OR Niger* OR 
Reunion OR Rwanda* OR “Sao Tome and Príncipe” OR Senegal* OR Seychelles OR 
“Sierra Leone” OR Somalia* OR “South Africa” OR Sudan* OR “South Sudan” OR 
Swaziland OR Tanzania* OR Togo OR Uganda* OR Zambia* OR Zimbabwe* OR 
sub*saharan or West*Africa or East*Africa or ‘‘southern Africa’’ or ‘‘central Africa’’ or ‘‘horn of 
Africa’’) AND (Afghanistan* OR Haiti* Nepal* OR Armenia* OR Bangladesh* OR Bhutan* OR 
Bolivia* OR Cambodia* OR Egypt* OR El Salvador* OR Guatemala* OR Honduras* OR 
India* OR Indonesia* OR Kiribati* OR Kosovo* OR Kyrgyz Republic* OR Lao PDR* OR 
Micronesia* OR Moldova* OR Mongolia* OR Morocco* OR Myanmar* OR Nicaragua*  OR 
Pakistan* OR Papua New Guinea* OR   Philippines* OR Samoa* OR Solomon Islands* OR 
Sri Lanka* OR Syria* OR Tajikistan* OR Timor-Leste* OR Tonga* OR Tunisia* OR Ukraine* 
OR Uzbekistan* OR Vanuatu* OR Vietnam* OR West Bank and Gaza*  OR Yemen* OR 
Albania* OR Ecuador* OR Montenegro* OR Algeria* OR Fiji* OR Namibia* OR American 
Samoa* OR Gabon* OR Palau* OR Angola* OR Georgia* OR Panama* OR Argentina* OR 
Grenada* OR Paraguay* OR Azerbaijan* OR Guyana* OR Peru* OR Belarus* OR Iran* OR 
Romania* OR Belize* OR Iraq* OR Russian* OR (Bosnia* AND Herzegovina*) OR Jamaica* 
OR Serbia* OR Jordan* OR Brazil* OR Kazakhstan* OR St. Lucia* OR Bulgaria* OR 
Lebanon* OR (St. Vincent* AND the Grenadines*) OR China* OR Libya* OR Suriname* OR 
Colombia* OR Macedonia* OR Thailand* OR Costa Rica* OR Malaysia* OR Turkey* OR 
Cuba* OR Maldives* OR Turkmenistan* OR Dominica* OR Marshall Islands* OR Tuvalu* 
OR Dominican Republic* OR Mauritius* OR Venezuela) AND (Low Income Countr* OR 




Appendix F World Bank classification of countries 
LOW-INCOME ECONOMIES ($1,025 OR LESS)  
Afghanistan Guinea Rwanda 
Benin Guinea-Bissau Senegal 
Burkina Faso Haiti Sierra Leone 
Burundi Korea, Dem. People's Rep. Somalia 
Central African Republic Liberia South 
Sudan 
Chad Madagascar Tanzania 
Comoros Malawi Togo 
Congo, Dem. Rep Mali Uganda 
Eritrea Mozambique Zimbabwe 
Ethiopia Nepal 
 
Gambia, The Niger 
 
LOWER-MIDDLE-INCOME ECONOMIES ($1,026 TO $4,035) 
Armenia Kiribati Solomon Islands 
Bangladesh Kosovo   Sri Lanka 
Bhutan Kyrgyz Republic Sudan 
Bolivia Lao PDR Swaziland 
Cabo Verde Lesotho Syrian Arab Republic 
Cambodia Mauritania Tajikistan 
Cameroon Micronesia, Fed. Sts. Timor-Leste 
Congo, Rep. Moldova Tonga 
Côte d'Ivoire Mongolia Tunisia 
Djibouti Morocco Ukraine 
Egypt, Arab Rep. Myanmar Uzbekistan 
El Salvador Nicaragua Vanuatu 
Ghana Nigeria   Vietnam 
Guatemala Pakistan   West Bank and Gaza 
Honduras Papua New Guinea   Yemen, Rep. 
India Philippines Zambia 
Indonesia Samoa 
 
Kenya São Tomé and Principe 
 
UPPER-MIDDLE-INCOME ECONOMIES ($4,036 TO $12,475) 
Albania Ecuador Montenegro 
Algeria Fiji Namibia 
American Samoa Gabon Palau 
Angola Georgia Panama 
Argentina Grenada Paraguay 
Azerbaijan Guyana Peru   
Belarus Iran, Islamic 
Rep. 
Romania 








Brazil Kazakhstan St. Lucia 
Bulgaria Lebanon St. Vincent and the 
Grenadines 
China Libya Suriname 
Colombia Macedonia, 
FYR   
Thailand 
Costa Rica Malaysia Turkey 
Cuba Maldives Turkmenistan 
Dominica Marshall Islands Tuvalu 
Dominican Republic   Mauritius Venezuela, RB 
Equatorial Guinea Mexico 
 
 
Source: World Bank classification, 2017 
Appendix G Post estimation diagnostics of SEM 
Fit statistic Value Description 
   
Likelihood ratio   
chi2_ms(5) 6.584 model vs. saturated 
p > chi2 0.253  
chi2_bs(13) 112.447 baseline vs. saturated 
p > chi2 0.000  
   
Population error   
RMSEA 0.021 Root mean squared error of 
approximation 
90% CI, lower bound 0.000  
upper bound 0.060  
pclose 0.869 Probability RMSEA <= 0.05 
   
Information criteria   
AIC 23739.439 Akaike's information criterion 
BIC 23793.931 Bayesian information criterion 
   
Baseline comparison   
CFI 0.984 Comparative fit index 
TLI 0.959 Tucker-Lewis index 
   




SRMR 0.018 Standardized root mean squared 
residual 
CD 0.613 Coefficient of determination 
 
Appendix H Correlation between RCI and resilience dimensions 
 All Sample LEAP Non-LEAP 
ABS -0.4575 -0.2931 -0.5197 
 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
AST 0.4987 0.5522 0.4466 
 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
AC -0.5430 -0.5596 -0.5272 
 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
SC -0.3859 -0.3734 -0.4202 
 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
AITL 0.0930 0.1340 0.0588 
 0.0128 0.0171 0.2411 
SSN -0.0024 0.0118 -0.0320 
 0.9495 0.8349 0.5238 
 
Note: All correlation coefficients significant at 1% (p < 0.0005) level of significance except for 
AITL and SSN. 
Appendix I Important dimensions of RCI 
(i) All sample 
 RCI abs ast AC SC AITL VLEAP 
RCI 1.0000        
abs -0.4575 1.0000       
 0.0000       
ast 0.4987 -0.0819 1.0000      
 0.0000 0.0286      
AC -0.5430 0.0140 0.0499 1.0000     
 0.0000 0.7139 0.1888     




 0.0000 0.8783 0.0000 0.0007    
AITL 0.0930 -0.0273 0.2943 0.0885 0.4874 1.0000   
 0.0128 0.4662 0.0000 0.0198 0.0000   
SSN -0.0024 0.0095 0.0720 -0.0918 0.0201 0.0213 1.0000  
 0.9495 0.7999 0.0544 0.0156 0.5923 0.5690  
 
(ii) LEAP Sample 
 RCI abs ast AC SC AITL VLEAP 
RCI 1.0000        
abs -0.2931 1.0000       
 0.0000       
ast 0.5522 -0.1268 1.0000      
 0.0000 0.0244      
AC -0.5596 -0.0996 -0.0062 1.0000     
 0.0000 0.0789 0.9134     
SC -0.3734 -0.0013 0.1973 0.1149 1.0000    
 0.0000 0.9817 0.0004 0.0422    
AITL 0.1340 -0.0096 0.2762 0.0551 0.4204 1.0000   
 0.0171 0.8656 0.0000 0.3315 0.0000   
SSN 0.0118 -0.0294 0.0933 -0.1185 -0.0026 0.0192 1.0000  
 0.8349 0.6028 0.0978 0.0362 0.9632 0.7335  
 
(iii) Non-LEAP Sample 
 RCI abs ast AC SC AITL VLEAP 
RCI 1.0000        
abs -0.5197 1.0000       
 0.0000       




 0.0000 0.5678      
AC -0.5272 0.0515 0.1096 1.0000     
 0.0000 0.3164 0.0324     
SC -0.4202 0.0300 0.1413 0.1475 1.0000    
 0.0000 0.5496 0.0047 0.0039    
AITL 0.0588 -0.0229 0.3031 0.1146 0.5341 1.0000   
 0.2411 0.6484 0.0000 0.0253 0.0000   
SSN -0.0320 0.0624 0.0388 -0.0643 0.0533 0.0250 1.0000  




Appendix J Summary statistics of variables used in analysis 
Variable All Sample LEAP Sample Non-LEAP Sample 
 Mean Std.  
Dev. 
Min Max Mean Std.  
Dev. 
Min Max Mean Std.  
Dev. 
Min Max 
Food security indicators 
Food Consumption Score 32.107 13.150 2 102.250 32.142 13.227 2 94.25 32.079 13.106 5 102.25 
Household Food 
Insecurity Access Scale 
17.697 5.179 2 27 18.149 5.040 3 27 17.338 5.265 2 27 
Coping Strategies Index 25.385 23.979 0 147.5 23.693 21.087 0 106.5 26.726 25.991 0 147.5 
Socio-demographic characteristics of households 
Age of household head 54.119 16.662 17 100 53.858 17.226 17 95 54.326 16.222 18 100 
Sex of household head 0.513 0.500 0 1 0.566 0.496 0 1 0.471 0.500 0 1 
Household size 5.676 3.442 1 33 5.880 3.478 1 27 5.514 3.409 0 1 
Dependency ratio of 
household 
0.9021 0.543 0 6 0.901 0.477 0 6 0.903 0.590 0 6 
Main occupation of 
household 
0.932 2.248 0 1 0.959 0.1989 0 1 0.915 0.280 0 1 
Resilience pillars or dimensions 
Access to basic services 1.58e-09 0.592 -
1.07
5 
2.957 -0.122 0.420 -
0.89
5 







Assets of household 6.18e-10 0.716 -
2.00
4 
5.264 0.104 0.724 -
1.79
4 









3.4112 -0.042 0.568 -
0.94
7 









2.622 0.047 0.600 -
0.62
4 




Agricultural input and 





5.609 0.039 0.683 -
0.68
8 




Social safety nets 32.790 57.028 0 1200 34.560 74.478 0 1200 31.388 37.945 0 160 














Variables describing access to basic services (ABS) 
Distance to nearest 
primary school 
1.188 1.617 0.01 17 0.837 1.407 0.01 17 1.465 1.717 0.1 8 
Distance to nearest 
potable water 
0.754 1.371 0 10 0.427 0.699 0 9 1.013 1.683 0.01 10 
Distance to nearest all-
weather road 
15.524 10.565 0 38 16.747 9.883 5 38 14.556 10.992 0 38 
Distance to nearest health 
centre 
1.445 1.703 0 13 1.117 1.304 0 8 1.704 1.924 0.1 13 
Distance to nearest 
market 




Distance to nearest 
financial institution 
7.372 5.360 0 20 8.479 5.397 0 17 6.495 5.172 0 20 
Infrastructure Index 2.583 1.361 0 6 2.547 1.346 0 6 2.612 1.373 0 6 
Variables describing assets of households (AST) 
Farm size cultivated by 
household 
6.435 7.779 0 100 6.830 6.336 0 60 6.121 8.750 0 100 
Tropical Livestock Units 0.849 1.456 0 19 0.967 1.703 0 19 0.756 1.220 0 8.75 
Number of rooms owned 
by households 
3.705 1.875 1 16 3.965 1.873 1 13 3.499 1.854 1 16 
Agricultural asset index of 
household 
1.934 0.436 0 5 1.949 0.362 0 4 1.922 0.488 0 5 
Wealth index of 
households 
3.059 1.723 0 11 3.136 1.678 0 10 2.997 1.757 0 11 
Variables describing adaptive capacity of households (AC) 
Education attainment of 
household members 
7.007 8.857 0 73 7.440 9.536 0 73 6.662 8.274 0 66 
Household employment 
ratio 
0.768 0.820 0 7 0.772 0.839 0 7 0.765 0.806 0 5 
Number of income 
sources available to 
household 
0.636 1.037 0 8 0.541 0.888 0 5 0.712 1.136 0 8 
Number of different types 
of crops cultivated by the. 
household 




Coping strategies index of 
household 
25.385 23.979 0 147.5 23.693 21.087 0 106.5 26.726 25.991 0 147.5 
Food ratio of households 0.219 6.667 0 88.357 0.101 4.055 0 64 0.118 8.128 0 88.357 
Variables describing social capital of households (SC) 
Household participation in 
a farmers’ group 
0.178 0.382 0 1 0.184 0.388 0 1 0.173 0.379 0 1 
Household participation in 
labour sharing 
0.197 0.398 0 1 0.180 0.385 0 1 0.211 0.408 0 1 
Household participation in 
a religious group 
0.316 0.465 0 1 0.342 0.475 0 1 0.296 0.457 0 1 
Household participation in 
a marketing cooperative 
0.014 0.118 0 1 0.009 0.097 0 1 0.018 0.131 0 1 
Household participation in 
micro credit or saving 
scheme 
0.310 0.463 0 1 0.332 0.472 0 1 0.293 0.456 0 1 
Household participation in 
a women’s group 
0.523 0.382 0 1 0.570 0.496 0 1 0.486 0.500 0 1 
Household participation in 
funeral cost sharing 
0.252 0.434 0 1 0.269 0.444 0 1 0.238 0.426 0 1 
Household participation in 
water users’ group 
0.110 0.314 0 1 0.133 0.340 0 1 0.093 0.290 0 1 
Household participation in 
a youth group 
0.141 0.349 0 1 0.171 0.377 0 1 0.118 0.323 0 1 




Household use of organic 
fertiliser 
0.333 0.472 0 1 0.367 0.483 0 1 0.306 0.461 0 1 
Household use of 
inorganic fertiliser 
0.501 0.500 0 1 0.547 0.499 0 1 0.464 0.499 0 1 
Household use of 
vertinery services 
0.081 0.273 0 1 0.095 0.234 0 1 0.070 0.256 0 1 
Household use of artificial 
insemination 
0.003 0.053 0 1 0 0 0 1 0.005 0.071 0 1 
Household use of 
improved seeds 
0.059 0.235 0 1 0.054 0.226 0 1 0.063 0.243 0 1 
Household use of 
agriculture extension 
services 
0.189 0.392 0 1 0.180 0.385 0 1 0.195 0.397 0 1 
Household use of pests 
and weedicides  
0.376 0.485 0 1 0.408 0.492 0 1 0.351 0.478 0 1 
Self-reported shock dummies of households 
Number of months 
households go hungry 
0.394 0.183 0 1 0.389 0.166 0 0.917 0.398 0.195 0 1 
Agricultural pests and 
diseases of household 
0.762 0.426 0 1 0.769 0.422 0 1 0.757 0.429 0 1 
Livestock pests and 
diseases 
0.459 0.499 0 1 0.503 0.501 0 1 0.424 0.495 0 1 
Flood 0.022 0.148 0 1 0.019 0.137 0 1 0.025 0.157 0 1 
Theft 0.076 0.264 0 1 0.076 0.265 0 1 0.075 0.264 0 1 




Illness 0.361 0.481 0 1 0.364 0.482 0 1 0.358 0.480 0 1 
Death 0.066 0.248 0 1 0.060 0.238 0 1 0.070 0.256 0 1 





Appendix K Average Marginal Effects (AME) 
 FCS Model (3) CSI Model (6) 
 dy/dx dy/dx 
SEX 2.46* (1.272) -3.18 (2.182) 
DPR -0.56 (0.941) -1.26 (1.937) 
log_Income -1.18 (0.453) 1.073 (0.729) 
LEDU 4.32 (3.127) -7.82*** (2.865) 
HHSize 0.43** (0.220) -0.83** (0.393) 
TLU 1.12** (0.452) -2.37*** (0.694) 
MOCC -5.85* (3.503) 2.04 (7.217) 
FSIZE 0.15* (0.077) 0.16 (0.205) 
FOODR -0.10 (0.058) 0.04 (0.125) 
Older -1.42 (1.212) 1.46 (2.19) 
BS (LEAP) 9.92 (4.453) -10.23 (4.562) 
 
Note: *, ** and *** denote the significant levels at 10%, 5% and 1% respectively. 
Standard errors by Delta-method are in parenthesis 







Interviews with Beneficiaries and Non-beneficiaries of LEAP 
Nimbare Tizza 218 4 
Nambeg Jirapa 472 5 
Tuggoh Tuggoh 526 4 
Hain Hain 208 4 
Duori Duori 841 4 
Saawie Gbare 119 4 
Sabuli Sabuli 460 4 
Tampaala Gbare 378 4 
Ul-Kpong Ullo 209 4 
Ul-Gozu Ullo 159 4 
Interviews with CLIC Members 
Duori Duori NA 1 
Tampaala Gbare NA 1 
Ul-Kpong Ullo NA 1 
Sabuli Sabuli NA 1 
Interviews with Staff of the Department of Social Welfare 
Renowned Social Welfare Officer 1 




Social Welfare Officer (SWO) 1 
LEAP Manager 1 
 
Appendix M Themes and coding topics used in data analysis 
Theme Sub-themes, Codes and sub-codes developed and 
identified from data 





- Food crop farming 
- Rearing animals 
- Charcoal burning 
- Reliance on the sale of tree products  
- Farm labour 
- Migration ‘down south’ for agricultural 
purposes 
Non-Agricultural livelihoods 
- Petty trading 
- Casual labour 
- Pito brewing 
- Sale of shea products 
- Pottery, basketry, etc. 
- Galamsey (illegal mining) 
- Inter-generational contract (reliance on 
children) 
Coping strategies (food strategies) 
- Reliance on wild vegetables and fruits 
- Reliance on ‘first rain vegetables’ 
Tracing the uses of 
LEAP transfer (use of 
CTs and perceived 
uses) 
Investing in livelihood activities 
- Food expenditures 
- Agricultural labour 
- Animal rearing 
- Petty trading 
- Agricultural inputs 
Non-Livelihood expenses 
- Heath 
- Children education 
- Funerals 
- Rotating credit scheme 
Decision making in use of LEAP transfers 
- Gender relations (male vs female recipients 
& care-givers) 
- Power in decision making 





- Understanding of food security 
- What constitutes a sustainable food source? 
- Experiences of LEAP in creating sustainable 
food pattern 




Social networks and 
community norms 
Community perception of LEAP 
- Assistance from community 
- What about children? 
- Declined social ties 
Suggestive inputs - Increase in cash payments 
- ‘Result project’ default but ideal 
- Food-based transfers 
- The cost involved in assessing transfers 
 
Appendix N Gender specific livelihood activities within study communities 
Hain Men: engaged in subsistence farming and off farm work such selling 
charcoal and causal labour, 
Women: economic activities such as ‘petty trading’ including the sale 
of clothes, food and food ingredients, groundnuts and other food stuff 
in the markets; sale of fire wood, shea butter 
Ul-Kpong Men: Farm groundnuts for sale and maize and beans for family 
sustenance 
Women: Processing of dawadawa and shea nuts for sale, pito 
brewing.  
Saawie Men: engaged in farming groundnuts, maize, rice beans etc. and some 
into small scale rearing of animals; a small number engaged in the 
burning of charcoal 
Women: engaged mainly in pito brewing, and some in farming pepper, 
rice, groundnuts, and helping their spouses in the farm; and a small 
number engaged in ‘petty trading’ 
Tampaala Men: farming and the rearing of animals for sale during the lean 
season. 
Women: pito brewing, frying of cakes, and helping out spouses in 
farming activities like sowing and harvesting etc. 
Tuggoh Men: Farming groundnuts, maize and rearing of animals. If harvest is 
good, the surplus is sold to take care of children’s educational needs; 
groundnuts usually sold during lean season to buy staples 
Women: women who are strong brew pito, frying cakes to sell and 
some sell provisions in the markets. Some women are also engaged in 
pottery in Tuggoh. 
Ul-Gozu Men: cultivation of rice, groundnuts, maize, beans etc. 
Women: Pito brewing, sheanut collection and processing into shea 
butter 
Sabuli Men: Farming maize, groundnuts and other tree crops like cashew; 




Women: Farming, sheanut picking and processing, the brewing of pito, 
engaging in other ‘petty trading’ activities 
Duori Men: Farming, rearing of cattle, goats and poultry (note that animals 
reared are highly susceptible to diseases) 
Women: Harvesting dawadawa and sheanut and processing it for 
seeds and shea butter for sale or batter; engaging in susu42 
contributions 
Nambeg Men: The men farm maize and groundnuts during the rainy and dry 
seasons, “down-south” (Jong). There is also dry season gardening but 
which is frequently being affected by the cattle of Fulani (nomadic 
pastoralists) 
Women: engaged in the moulding of pots (pottery) for sale in markets. 
Some also brew pito, burn charcoal and harvest and sell fire wood. 
Some also pick and break stones and put them in heaps to sell to 
construction companies 
“Some people also gather and break stones… it is the old women that 
pick them [laughs]… Yes, they go around collecting stones so that 
they can sell” – Elderly man & HH 
Nimbare Men: Not engaged in any activity except farming. We farm rice and sell 
some of the produce  to cater for our children in school. It is 
farming we do here, some people burn charcoal and sell from which 
they get money for feeding. 
 
Women: The women…they brew pito and some buy groundnut and 
thrash them and sell from which they get money to support their 
household feeding… they also sell fuel wood and buy their ingredients 
to cater for their feeding… they pick Shea nuts and process into butter 
for sell to cater for their feeding… Sometimes they buy groundnut, 
thrash them and sell and that is how they cater for their feeding 
 
Appendix O Shocks in the livelihood patterns in the communities 
Ul-Kpong LEAP: “we have fowls, and the goats and the pigs, but the Swine-flu 
killed the pigs it is the goats that are better…” 
“The fowls the bird flu is disturbing us, if it was last year, I could have 
given you a fowl to prepare food. Truly but this year (shaking head)” 
Tampaala LEAP: “I used to have pigs, They have all died. I even tried to get help 
from the people that use to help us but it is not working” – Elderly 
disabled man 
 
42 Susu is some of rotating credit scheme which is common among rural communities and especially 
among women. It resembles that of the institutional microcredit scheme except that it is governed by 




“I used part of the money to buy a two pigs for rearing. The pigs gave 
birth, but they have almost all died. It is just left with a few” – Elderly 
woman, widow and HH 
 
Sabuli LEAP: “I am not feeling well, and it will mean that I force to get some 
monies to buy food for my children. Because any time they call us for 
the monies and we get and come, we are able to buy the food” – Male 
Care-giver 
Nimbare Non-LEAP: “We had some cattle but the Fulani herds men have stolen 
all so we just depend on farming” – Male and HH 
“There is soil infertility. Our fathers have cultivated these lands over 
and over until they gave birth to us and we continue to farm there… 
That is just what I said; soil infertility due to over cultivation is our major 
challenge” – Male  
“We sometimes experience increased prices of food stuff… Just before 
the farming season begins when they are sowing … They begin 
cultivating in June and within that time a bowl is always GH¢4.00” – 
Female non-LEAP 
“If the groundnut fails because of poor rains our feeding won’t progress 
well… We did not have good yields this year… It did not rain 
adequately that is why we had bad yields” – Female, non-LEAP 
 
LEAP “There are price hikes on the market; a bowl of maize is 
GH¢3.50 and millet is GH¢6.00 and rice is GH¢4.00” – Care-giver for 
LEAP beneficiary 
“Now a days the young males do not like farming. You can have about 
15 male labourers in a household but during the rainy season they will 
refuse to farm” – Chronically ill and care-giver of LEAP beneficiary 
“Here if you even rear, at night thieves will pick the animals from the 
house” – Female  
“It is the inability to farm that is affecting us” – Elderly man and HH 
“When we got married initially, my husband farms and we used to get 
produce but now he no longer farm so how can we get produce again? 
Additionally, He is not having many children. We first gave birth to only 
females” – Woman and care-giver for elderly relatives 
Nambeg LEAP: “The feeding [clears throat] sometimes we have good rain but 
when there is drought, we have poor yields” – Elderly Man 
“When you have many children, it is better else you cannot farm on a 
large scale. When you even have the land but unable to farm you 




“Okay as for fowls, I sometimes I buy to rear but when I am in a critical 
situation, I sell them back to support myself… but the nokuu 
[Newcastle disease] does not allow them to stay alive” – Elderly man 
“Is it not the money they are searching for? They are in search of 
money. Now don’t you  observe women abundant their husbands 
and go to galamsey/illegal mines? Yes. They carry the sand samples 
and get paid.” – Elderly woman 
“Yes… During this season [Dry Season] they are unable to get money 
that will afford them a drink so they travel down south. As it is raining at 
south, they will work on people’s farms, get money and  come 
back to work on their farms here” – Elderly woman 
“If they farm on a small scale we will still remain in hunger. Since the 
maize failed us this year due to poor rainfall but we still depend on the 
pottery… Yes, bad harvest, the rain stopped when the maize was 
about maturing” – Elderly woman 
“No, during the rainy season when the stream gets full and block the 
holes of the termites, we sample vegetables and feed the children and 
when the water goes down, then we dig the mud again for the pottery” 
– Elderly man 
 
Non-LEAP: “Unless we buy from the market else, we won’t get 
foodstuff anywhere, especially during the rainy season, the prices too 
are always high” 
“All those within the household are active and can work. All my children 
who are grown-ups are down south and don’t come home. There is 
only one here but he has also built his separate house and has his own 
household” – Elderly man and HH 
“I don’t actually know whether we cultivated late or what I don’t know 
but everyone is complaining of bad yields for groundnut. I cultivated 
one piece of land sometime and got six bags but just this year I got 
one basin of groundnut from the same piece of land” – Elderly man & 
HH 
“It took like two months without a rain so all the yam died, the maize 
and the beans got destroyed… Because of the drought every crop died 
and in such an instance you become food insecure” Elderly man & HH 
“Am always just in hardship. Some few days ago my husband even 
complained of the fact that he catered for his own children and they are 
leaving his grandchildren again for him to cater for. He said that 
attitude isn’t good but they complain that they have poor yields. But 
since their children are my grandchildren, I will suffer with them like 
that and anytime they have then they will support us” – Elderly woman 
“Okay if I have money, I hire labourers to farm for us but if I don’t have 
money then that is it but now, I am also weak and have sight problem 
hence cannot engage in activities that generates money. I am just in 




“Majority of the men are down south. Now the males still around are 
those attending school else the rest of them have travelled down south 
leaving behind the elderly and those attending school” – Elderly 
woman 
 
Appendix P Perception of LEAP influence in children’s education (LEAP and 
non-LEAP) 
Hain LEAP: “…I always want to say the truth and stand corrected…the 
grants are used to cater for the educational needs of my grandchildren 
and what is left is use to buy Shea nuts, process them into Shea butter 
for consumption and sale” – Widow, Elderly Female beneficiary 
Non-LEAP: “…but we don’t buy food for consumption…. Buying school 
uniforms, sandals for my grandchildren is what I do…” – Elderly Man 
Ul-Kpong LEAP: “My son, the money is useful… I can’t tell lies it is beneficial to 
me; some these children fees am able to pay through this money that’s 
the small children not those at the tertiary…” – Elderly Female, 
Household head 
“…This fund is helping us a lot in terms of food…” – Man, Disabled 
Non-LEAP:  
Saawie LEAP: “…They chased some of my grandchildren too away from 
school because of exam fees at a time, if I had the LEAP money by 
then, I would have used it to pay…” – Elderly Woman 
“When I take the money, I buy food if there is no food. Or if there is the 
need to support any of the grandchildren education I do that” – Elderly 
male, HH 
Non-LEAP: “ 
Tuggoh LEAP: “Yes, ningbaalba sombo (LEAP) helps. I buy soap too. I also 
buy pens and books for those who are going to school” – Elderly Male, 
LEAP care-giver and beneficiary, HH 
“Sometimes I use it to pay the fees of those children who are in 
school…just yesterday, they said they were asking for exam printing 
fees at school…so it implies that I must get money from somewhere to 
pay this…I get ningbaalba sombo libie (LEAP transfers), I will pay right 
away” – Male LEAP care-giver, HH 
Non-LEAP: “….There are a lot of things I can use ningbaalba sombo 
for I will buy food too, soap and clothing…I can use it to start a trade. I 
will buy maize or beans and be reselling here….” – Elderly Female  
“Well, I want to prioritize the education of my children. That’s why I will 
use the money for those things. So, if I get the money, I will use it to 




Tampaala LEAP: “I also spend part on my grandchildren’s education” – Elderly 
woman, widow and HH 
Duori LEAP: “When we take the money, we first of all find out from our 
children their books and pens, when we realise that they are short, we 
use the money to buy it for them” – Elderly Woman 
“One of my children also wrote the BECE, and it was this money I got 
to support him to the SHS level”- Elderly Woman 
Non-LEAP:  
Ul-Gozu LEAP: “I go to take the money. I decide how the money is used, when 
the Bekpiebe (orphans)am taking care of don’t have books or soaps 
and clothes, they tell me then I give them the money to buy it” – 
Woman and care-giver for 3 orphans 
“Yes, we are used to taking it, it is helping to pay schools, and books, if 
it stops, we cannot pay the schools nor buy the books…. the LEAP 
has helped us a lot oooooo” 
Sabuli LEAP: “When they children ask for pen, she does request that I give 
enter the room and take part of the 4 for them to buy the pens” – Male 
Care-giver 
“We sometimes use the money to buy soap to wash the clothes. When 
the clothes are dirty, I tell them that all our clothes are dirty and she 
(mother) does instruct us to use to buy soap” – Male Care-giver 
“It has benefits to us. Even the school fees, whenever I take, I use 
some to pay it. So, it is helping me. Sometimes, the children school 
issues are a problem. Sometimes ago, the child came back from 
school and could not go again and the following day, I had information 
about the payments, and went for the money and gave to my child 30 
Ghc to go back to school” 
Non-LEAP: “Just the other day, they chased one of the Bekpieb 
(orphan) because her school uniform was torn. I am taking of the 
Bekpiebe in this house. With the help of ningbaalba sombo I will be 
able to buy school uniform and pay for exams fees” 
Nambeg LEAP: “Okay when I receive the grants and they complain of books I 
give them money to buy” – Elderly man 
“Yes, if they ask them to bring money at school to pay fees, I give 
them” – Elderly man 
“Use the money for education? We all eat so if they are suffering in 
school, they should find a way out” – Elderly woman 
Non-LEAP: “They say education is now free, but they still ask us to 
pay all sort of fees…exams fees, PTA, school renovation and so on…I 
am just praying that ningbaalba sombo should help. 
“Taking care of the children in school and how I will get food available 




stationeries for their school is aht I will use LEAP money for” – Elderly 
man & HH 
“I am just praying they prosper in their education. Those who went this 
year if not because of  the free SHS they could not have gone. 
Even with the free SHS I know how I suffered buying their stationery. I 
have borrowed a lot of money from our susu/saving group to cater for 
them” – Elderly woman  
Nimbare LEAP: “When I receive the grants during the rainy season, I use it to 
buy fertilizer, but also cater for healthcare of the children and the 
renewal of insurance cards. …when I receive it and they are asked to 
pay school fees, I give it out for their fees” – Aged Male 
“They are a lot of hardships if I was not a beneficiary…there was a 
time I went for the grants and one of my mother’s died so I used the 
grants to cater for the funeral expenses” 
“When we receive the grants my mother in law make me to pay for 
their fees and the uniforms too, we buy for them most especially those 
in JHS” – Female, Care-giver for an aged LEAP beneficiary 
Non-LEAP: “I can use part to support their education [referring to 
grandchildren] but still buy foodstuff to prepare for them” – Female, 70 
yrs 
 
Appendix Q Perception of LEAP influence in asset acquisition 
Ul-Kpong LEAP: “The group we have, I was able to buy the group Lacoste’s 
using this money and even the children uniforms and sandals for the 
school children” 
Tampaala LEAP: “I used part of the money to buy two pigs for rearing. The pigs 
gave birth, but they have almost all died. It is just left with a few” – 
Elderly woman, widow and HH 
Non-LEAP: “I have seen a woman who has a lot of pigs from using this 
money, and I think she is now somewhat ok, if I get LEAP money, what 
prevents me from also doing something like that? I am even a man, I 
should be able to do eat better, just that I don’t have any support” – 
Elderly man and HH 
Nambeg LEAP: “I will take it and be happy. I have never used the money to buy 
cloth… I cannot use the money to buy cloths and be killed by hunger” – 
Elderly woman 
“am a needy person I cannot farm so if they give me grants, I will use it 
to buy foodstuff for my feeding. Can I use it to purchase a piece of 
cloth and die of hunger? I won’t buy unless I cater for my feeding first” 
Elderly woman 
“No. I have never used it to purchase a piece of cloth… because it is 





Ul-Gozu Non-LEAP: “I will use the money to buy some items and retail in the 
community, I’ve seen people do it and it is helping them a lot” – Elderly 
woman 
LEAP: “Anyway, some will say they can do that, but for me, I cannot 
refuse to use it for food that I need right now, rather buy a goat or hen 
which may die” – Elderly man and HH 
Nimbare LEAP: “Yes, Just the recent grants I received, I bought three pieces of 
cloth for her [mother-in-law] at an amount of GH¢25.00” – Care-giver 
for a LEAP beneficiary 
“We don’t use it for farming…How much is GH¢80.00 or GH¢60.00 
that I will invest some in farming?” – Care-giver for a LEAP beneficiary 
Non-LEAP: “Okay, it is the thieves that have made us a bit worried 
[laughs], especially with buying and rearing animals, we don’t know 
whether it is because our house is close to the main road is the reason 
[laughs] they steal from us? But this year I am yet to hear a case of 
animal theft so if we get money, we will buy and try to rear and see” – 
Elderly woman 
Hain Non-LEAP: “there are many women in the community doing that, some 
sell groundnuts, clothes, food among others by the road side – I see 
it’s a good thing that I can also do, if I don’t even have the strength, I 
will let one of my grandchildren or daughter-in-law do it, it belongs to all 
of us” – Elderly woman 
LEAP: “If the money is enough to do why won’t I do? I can even buy a 
tractor with the money…I have a lot of things I would like to do…but 
this money is just not enough for that…I cannot also complain because 
it is helping me in small ways but not in big scales” – Elderly man and 
community opinion leader 
 
Appendix R Perception of LEAP influence on food consumption and 
livelihoods 
Hain LEAP: “Di mil la waana ni faar [familiarity breeds contempt] If had the 
chance, I would have used the money in various ways so that when 
they stop the money, I can be on my own…but my son, our needs are 
plenty and we need to solve them” – Elderly and partially handicapped 
man 
Non-LEAP: “I am not a beneficiary but I hear some of the beneficiaries 
say they buy foodstuff and use part of the grants to pay their debt. Is it 
not helpful to them?” – Elderly Male (80 yrs) 
“I dehusk sara which I usually get on credit…I could have used LEAP 
money to buy sara, dehusk it and sell or exchange for value… I would 





Ul-Kpong LEAP: “…and the food that is not there, we buy maize, mill it and use 
that to make T.Z for me and the children….” 
“I used the money to hire labour to weed the farmland. If I said it didn’t 
help am liar, money does not have small” – Elderly Female, Household 
head 
“…The funds I take from the LEAP is used for food, rearing of goats 
and fowls…” – Male, Disabled 
Non-LEAP: “I will use the money in business, I can buy cloth and sell 
in the village and make money” – Elderly woman 
“I can buy cola and sell during funerals, I have done it before, but right 
now, I don’t have the money to that” – Disabled man 
Saawie LEAP: “when I take it I buy food stuffs…I can also buy groundnuts, 
dehusk and resell when the prices have risen, there is a lot…but the 
money is not always enough...bongo potiere nso ong ba bullo ille (it’s 
because of the evil intentions of the donkey that it doesn’t grow horns) 
Non-LEAP: “as am sitting down here, my stomach is rumbling…I will 
feel better… My stomach will calm down…if I eat or drink something. If 
I take that money I will buy maize, and they will always use it to 
prepare porridge for me. And I will spend the rest on drinking”- Elderly 
man, HH 
“I will buy food with the LEAP money…from this month onwards, we 
are usually struggling with our food issues in this community….” – 
Partially disabled woman 
Tuggoh LEAP: “When I bring it (LEAP money) home, I buy maize, soup 
ingredients and if their bed sheets and mats are thorn, I will buy 
different ones for them. That is what I use the money for” – Male care-
giver and beneficiary, HH 
“The money is not always enough for us. So how will I buy a goat from 
it? It is not always enough to even cater for the needs of the children. 
So I can’t be able to buy a goat from it?” – Male care-giver and 
beneficiary, HH 
“Yes. My children were really starving and we had no food left in the 
house. But I was lucky that they were paying, so I went for the money 
and came and bought food for us to eat” – Male care-giver and 
beneficiary, HH 
“Well, if this money stops coming, I will be dead. I will really be 
stranded. I am totally depending on it now to feed and cater for other 
needs” – Male care-giver and beneficiary, HH 
Non-LEAP: “I will use the money to buy some things and start selling. I 
can always get some small profit from the sales to buy books, pens 
and pencils, soap and school uniforms for my children. And still buy 




Tampaala LEAP: “If we don’t have food stuffs we use the money to buy food 
stuffs. I also bought a goat last year with the money. Sometimes too I 
buy soap and pomade with it” – Elderly disabled (blind) man 
“I used part of the money to buy a two pigs for rearing. The pigs gave 
birth, but they have almost all died. It is just left with a few” – Elderly 
woman, widow and HH 
Duori LEAP: “We use it to buy the maize, we buy it early to avoid increase in 
the prices of the foodstuff, if we wait, we cannot buy” 
“when we realise that they are tractors and hire their services to 
plough” 
“This year that was what I do, I also used the money to buy goats 
which has given birth to three young ones” 
Non-LEAP: “I will condition my mind that I now have something small 
to eat, and I will use some to buy seeds and cultivate in the coming 
years…I plough, buy fertilisers and  sometimes get some farm labour” 
– Bachelor and HH 
Ul-Gozu LEAP: “I have pigs, so I do use GHC 10 to buy the pito mash for the 
feeding of the pig… I also buy the rice shells as feed for the pigs.” – 
Woman and care-giver for 3 orphans 
“For the food I buy small just that I cannot buy a full bag. If we use all 
to buy a bag meaning we cannot do anything again” – Woman and 
care-giver for 3 orphans 
Non-LEAP: “if you go round and ask, it is every community member’s 
desire to be part of LEAP. There are always hunger issues especially 
during the farming season, so having money to buy food to eat can 
help sustain us for us to till the land more for food” – Man and 
community opinion leader 
Sabuli LEAP: “Sometimes during the rainy season, we rely on this money to 
buy food to prepare for the farm labourers helping in the farm, we also 
buy insecticides and weedicides for the farm” – Man and care-giver of 
an aged woman 
Non-LEAP: “The money, if I get it, I will buy food to eat and whenever 
you come, I give you some [laughing]” – Elderly woman 
“I think with the money, I will be able to buy seeds for sowing, plough 
and get some farm labourers, you know the students that usually go 
around during holidays ploughing for money to go back to school, I can 
engage them, this will help with my food issues” – Man and HH 
Nambeg LEAP: “Whenever, she brings the money, and gives to me, I always tell 
her yes, I have taken, but ask her to use the money to buy the 
foodstuff, though not often up to one bag. We use to buy the 
ingredients for the food, if you say you will buy maize and ingredients, 




“I use the grants to buy foodstuff to support the household feeding… I 
also support the women with money to grind flour at the corn mill” – 
Elderly man 
“When we receive the grants and there is no food I buy and also when 
we cultivate, I buy insecticides to spray the farm from which we harvest 
some foodstuff” – Elderly man 
“We use it to buy foodstuff… When she brings the money, I ask her to 
use it and buy a basin of maize since it cannot buy a bag of maize” – 
Elderly woman 
Non-LEAP: “I will use the grants to buy foodstuff and renew health 
insurance cards, I have not renewed mine since the last expiry date… I 
will use it to renew my Health insurance card, the foodstuff and the 
children health care are my major worries” – Elderly woman 
“Okay [laughs] if there is enough money available, I will use some to 
farm. That is all part of generating foodstuff” – Elderly woman 
Nimbare LEAP: “I use the grants to buy foodstuff to cater for the household 
feeding, I buy soap to wash clothes” – Care-giver for LEAP beneficiary 
“The LEAP grants have been helpful. In those times when there is food 
shortage, it is the  grants that support us to buy foodstuff and cater 
for the household feeding. If not for the  grants what could we have 
done? The grants are very helpful in the entire nation” – Care-giver for 
LEAP beneficiary 
Non-LEAP: “I would have used the grants to buy foodstuff… And also 
buy soup and other food ingredients” – Female, 70 yrs. 
 
Appendix S Perception of the influence of LEAP on seeking health care and 
health care utilisation 
Saawie LEAP. “…Just recently when one of them (referring to grandchildren) 
fell sick, he was not on laafia susu  and I had to use my last payment 
that I received to settle the bill…” – Elderly woman 
Tampaala LEAP: “Well. It is true. One of my yaagna (grandchild) who is currently 
going to school was really sick…the hospital in Jirapa couldn’t help 
him… So I used the money (LEAP grants) to secure some local 
treatment for him, and he recovered… Had it not been for this money, 
what would I have done?” – Elderly woman, widow and HH 
Duori LEAP: “I was there again and one of my aunties fell sick, she couldn’t 
renew her laafia susu, it as through the LEAP money I used to pay the 





Sabuli LEAP: “For the old woman her own is renewed freely…but we use 
some of the money for renewing the laafia susu of the children” – Man 
and Care-giver for an aged LEAP beneficiary 
Non-LEAP: “ If I get the LEAP money, I can always use it to buy 
paracetamol, I’ve been having waist pains, I even hear they renew 
their health insurance for them, that will help me too” – Elderly woman 
Hain LEAP: “…we’re far from the main hospital in Jirapa or Wa, sometimes 
we have medical problems that require going to Jirapa or Wa, this 
money most often helps…my grandson was very sick and was referred 
to Wa…this money helped” – Elderly woman 
Tuggoh LEAP: “te laafiilong la te fagna (our health is our strength)…and laafia 
susu has provided me with that to some extent… what about my 
yaagnee (grandchildren) and other family members?...i have to support 
them with the small I have” – Elderly man, disabled and care-taker of 3 
disabled children 
Nambeg Non-LEAP: “My eyes are disturbing me…I can’t see properly, yet I 
have to go a break stones for money…I want to see a doctor...I was 
hoping if I get money to go to Jirapa” – Elderly woman, widow and 
care-taker of 10 grandchildren left by children in Jong 
“I will use the grants to buy foodstuff and renew health insurance 
cards, I have not renewed mine since the last expiry date… I will use it 
to renew my Health insurance card, The foodstuff and the children 
health care are my major worries” – Elderly woman 
LEAP: “There was a time one of the children fell sick and just last year 
when my wife fell sick and was  admitted at the hospital these grants 
really helped me during her sickness though we lost her… When I 
receive this money and one of us is sick, I use the grants to salvage 
them” – Elderly man  
Nimbare LEAP: “I can now afford to go the main hospital or clinic or pharmacy 
rather than relying on danyaga (herbs) for treatment” – Chronically ill 
beneficiary woman and care-giver for an aged LEAP beneficiary 
“The era of danyaga is no more, laafia susu now helps me anytime am 
sick. Thanks to ningbaalba sombo for always renewing it for me.” – 
Elderly woman 
“This year also, I was admitted at the  hospital and was asked to buy 
medicine worth GH¢60.00 which I could not raise immediately  but 
for the sake of the grants I was able to foot that hospital bill. So, if not 
because of the  grants maybe I would have been dead” – Female, 
Care-giver for a LEAP beneficiary 
Non-LEAP: “laafiilong la fanga [Good health is strength], so this money 
for me and my household will first be used for food, then health 
insurance of the children and for everyone if there is still enough to 
expend” – Elderly man and HH 
Ul-Gozu Non-LEAP: “For me, eating well is part of what I will use this money 




problems [referring to stomach ulcers] – Elderly man and community 
opinion leader 
LEAP: “As am sitting down, my hand and head are aching me 
seriously, it is from this money I buy paracetamol and other drugs 
without having to go to the hospital all the time, sometimes you go to 
the hospital and they give you same drugs, am I not better of buying 
them in the community without having to spend money and time in long 
queues in the hospitals?” – Elderly woman with recurring health issues 
 
Appendix T Power in decision making 
Ul-Kpong LEAP: “… I decide the use of the money, am taking care of them all 
here… all my sons are away and come home once in a while” – 
Elderly Female, HH 
Tuggoh LEAP: “When I bring the money, I show it to my mother. So she 
usually asks me what we should do with it. Then I will say as for 
today, we don’t have outstanding fees to pay, but our food is 
finished” – Male LEAP care-giver, HH 
Tampaala LEAP: “I always decide what we should use the money for. My wife 
doesn’t go to Jirapa, and as such she doesn’t know what they 
always ask us to use the money for” – Elderly and disabled (blind) 
man  
“I always bring the money and show it to my son. He usually tells 
me that whatever I think it should be used for, that we should do 
that” - Elderly woman, widow and HH 
Ul-Gozu LEAP: “I go to take the money. I decide how the money is used, 
when the children don’t have books or soaps and clothes, they tell 
me then I give them the money to buy it” – Woman and care-giver 
for 3 orphans 
Sabuli LEAP: “…When I go for the money…I show it to her (mother), she 
takes mostly the 4 Ghc and give the 60 Ghc to my wife to look for 
maize and ingredients to buy” – Male care-giver 
“I have never taken money without sending it to my mother, 
sometimes, she takes the money and decide to give me something. 
Sometimes she gives me 4ghc and I tell her I have something 
small. and sometimes we use it to buy food to eat” 
Nambeg LEAP: “I always decide on how the money is to be used” – Elderly 
woman 
“I am not strong and hence cannot go for the money…When she 
[care-giver] brings the grants, I ask her to buy the foodstuff...it is my 




Nimbare LEAP: “It is my mother in law …my mother in law [LEAP 
beneficiary] decides how the grants should be used” – Female, 
Care-giver for LEAP beneficiary 
 
Appendix U Perception on transfer size 
Tuggoh LEAP: “The money is not always much” – Male LEAP care-giver 
“The money is not always enough for us. So how will I buy a goat 
from it? It is not always enough to even cater for the needs of the 
children. So I can’t be able to buy a goat from it.” – LEAP 
beneficiary and care-giver 
Nambeg LEAP: “Well, like I was saying, if you look at all these children and 
the Sixty-four Ghana Cedis that they give, [laughs] if you mean to 
buy food, the money will all finish. So we are always just managing” 
– Elderly man and HH 
“I said it is not sufficient. It is just GH¢70.00…but since I have not 
done any work to get paid such amount…Why won’t I be happy with 
it?” – Elderly man 
“Since we are many within my household, I will be happy if the 
grants are increased but if it  cannot be increased, I will not say 
it should be reduced…[laughing]” – Elderly man and HH 
“It is the LEAP grants. My daughter in law goes for it but it is not 
sufficient to buy a bag of foodstuff possibly just a basin and the 
money is finished and we engage in pottery to buy food throughout 
the remaining year” – Elderly woman 
“The grant is not sufficient to buy foodstuffs and ingredients as 
well…but yes, the money isn’t mine for me to demand an 
increment…but to me, it is not sufficient” – Elderly woman 
“We don’t use it for farming…How much is GH¢80.00 or GH¢60.00 
that I will invest some in farming?” – Care-giver for a LEAP 
beneficiary 
Sabuli “the money is not always enough to meet all their needs, you know 
because of the large family sizes, there is no way GHC64 or GHC 
88 can feed a family of 12 for two months” – Male CLIC member 
Hain LEAP: “If the money is enough to do why won’t I do? I can even buy 
a tractor with the money…I have a lot of things I would like to 
do…but this money is just not enough for that…I cannot also 
complain because it is helping me in small ways but not in big 
scales” – Elderly man and community opinion leader 
Tampaala LEAP: “The sixty-two Ghana Cedis, when I pick it, it doesn’t even 
reach the house. When I walk around in Jirapa and I am hungry and 
thirsty, I usually drink a pot of pito and also buy some cakes and eat 




[Laughs]. If you don’t do that you will be hungry” – Elderly woman, 
widow and HH 
Ul-Gozu LEAP: “For the food I buy small just that I cannot buy a full bag. If 
we use all to buy a bag meaning we cannot do anything again” – 
LEAP, Woman and care-giver for 3 orphans 
Duori CLIC member: “ the money is not always enough, for some of them, 
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Appendix X: Survey Questionnaire 
 
Dear respondent 
I am a postgraduate research student at Newcastle 
University. My research focuses on understanding the impacts of the Livelihood Empowerment 
Against Poverty (LEAP) programme on food security in Jirapa in the Upper West Region of 
Ghana. The research seeks to investigate the impact of LEAP on food security and resilience 
development in beneficiary households. Your participation in this survey is voluntary. 
Information you provide will only be used in my research and will be treated as confidential. 
All data will be anonymised and stored securely in a password protected data base. If you 
consent to participate then please answer the questions as accurately as possible. Thank you 
for participating in this study. Upon completion, we will provide token to thank you for your 
participation. 
 
Do you willingly consent to participate in this survey?  [  ] Yes  [  ] No 
A. General information/Bio-data 
Name of interviewee……….. Code number……………………. 
Date of interview……………….. 
Respondent name ……………. Town…………………….  Community…………………  
 
1. Household Characteristics and Demography 
1.1. Household demography 




















1         
2         
3         
4         
5         
6         
 
1.2 Religion of household head  
1. Catholic 




3. Protestant  
4. Orthodox Christian  
5. Traditionalist  
6. Other (Specify)……………. 
1.3 Marital Status  
1. Married (monogamous)  
2. Married (polygamous)   
2. Widowed  
3. Divorced  
4. Never married (Single) 
1.4 Ethnic group  
1. Dagao  
2. Waala  
3. Sissaala  
4. Frafra 
 5. Kasen   
6. Lobi   
7. Mo   
8. Other (Specify)…………… 
1.5 Region/village of origin ………………………... 
1.6 Reason for migrating to current domicile?  
1. Marriage  
2. Agriculture  
3. Kinsmen  
4. Government employment  
5. Other (Specify)… 
1.7 Is the main occupation of the HHH in agriculture?  
1. Yes  
2. No 
1.8 Number of children and legal dependants? ………………. 
1.9 What is the main source of income for your household?  
1. Farming  
2. Pito brewing  
3. Charcoal burning  
4. Animal rearing   




6. No income earned 
7. Pensions   
8. Other (specify)………………. 
2. Livelihood Empowerment Against Poverty (LEAP) 
 
2.1 Have you or any member of your household participated in a safety net programme in the last 12 months? 
1. Yes  
2. No 
2.2 If yes how many people are benefiting/have benefitted from the safety net? ............... 
2.3 What form of benefits have you received from the project? ......................................... 
2.4 Have you heard of LEAP in your community?  
1. Yes  
2. No 
2.5 Are you or any member of your HH a beneficiary of the LEAP project?  
1. Yes  
2. No (if No, go to section 3) 
 2.6. If yes, what kind of beneficiary are you? 
  1. Aged and incapable of working (65+ years) 
  2. Disabled and incapable of physical work 
  3. Orphaned children less than 18 years 
  4. Person with chronic illness 
  5. Widow 
  6. Others (specify)……... 
 2.7. Are you a beneficiary or a care-giver? 
  1. Beneficiary and care-giver 
  2. Beneficiary 
  3. Care-giver 
  4. None of the above 
2.8. If yes, how many members of your HH are part of the LEAP project? ……………………. 
2.9. For how many years has your household received benefits from the LEAP project? ………………………. 
2.10. How much (money) does your household currently receive from the LEAP project? ……………………. 
2.11. When are the payments made?  
1. Monthly 
2. Fortnightly (every two months)  
3. Quarterly  




5. Other (specify)…... 
2.12. Is the payment regular/frequent?  
1. Yes  
2. No 
2.13. If No, do you know why? …………………………………. 
2.14. What form of transfer is it?  
1. Conditional  
2. Unconditional  
3. Don’t know  
4. Other (specify)……………… 
2.15. If conditional, what are the conditions?  
1. Children attending and staying in school  
2. Utilisation of healthcare services  
3. Purchase of health insurance  
4. Purchase of food   
5. Women seeking antenatal care 
6. registering new births with births and death department 
7. Immunising children between 0 – 18 months 
8. Refraining from child trafficking and child labour 
9. Health eating and diets  
10. Other (specify)……………. 
2.16. Are the conditions met? 
                  1. Yes 
                  2. No 
2.17. If yes, how often are they met? 
                   1. Always 
     2. Nearly always 
     3. Sometimes 
     4. Rarely 
     5. Never 
2.18. How much of the transfer funds does your household need to spend to meet the condition(s)? …………… 
2.19. Do you purchase any other items with transfer funds?  
                    1. Yes  
                      What else do you use transfer funds for? …………………….  




NB: Using the table below, please tell us what your household uses the transfer funds for. In the table below, there is 
a list of potential purchases or expenses made from transfers. Kindly tick the items that apply the amount of transfer 
funds dedicated to purchasing such items 
2.18.Other expenditures using your household’s transfer payments 
 Item Specific activity Yes No Unit Px Total Amount 
A 
Farming 
Improved seeds     
Land rent (acquisition)     
Plough     
Extension services     
Labour (implements)     
New technology     
Other (specify)………..     
B 
Pito brewing 
Millet     
Firewood     
Pot (accessories)     
Labour     
Other (specify)………     
C 
Animal rearing 
Pigs     
Sheep      
Goats      
Cattle      
Poultry     
Donkey     
Other (specify)…………     
D Petty trading Lump sum     
E Burning of charcoal Lump sum     
F Building Lump sum     
G Asset acquisition Specify asset (lump sum)     
H Other (specify)……….      
 
2.20 In addition to LEAP transfers, do you or any member of your household receive any support from elsewhere? 
 1. Yes  
 2. No 
2.21 If yes, what form of support do you receive?  
                1. Food 
  2. Financial support 
  3. Clothes 
  4. Health 
  5. Water 
  6. Other (specify)……. 
 2.22. From whom do you receive support? 
  1. Family and friends 
  2. Church 
  3. Community group 
  4. NGO 
  5. Begging on the street 




2.23. How frequent regular are these assistance/payments?  
1. Infrequent 
2. Moderately frequent  
3. Somewhat frequent  
                                4. Frequent 
                                5. Very frequent  
2.24. Have you or your household received any food aid from sources other than safety net programmes in the last 
12 months? 
1. Yes  
2. No 
2.25. If yes, how much you or your household member received in the last 12 months 
1. in cash.............................  
2. in kind.......................  
3. Other (specify)………… 
3. Health, Sanitation and Water 
3.1. Have you or any of your household members been ill over the last 12 months? 
1. Yes  
2. No   
3.2. If yes for Q 3.1, on a scale of 1 – 5, with 1 meaning ‘not serious’ and ‘extremely serious/critical’ how serious 
was the most serious illness suffered by your household during that time?  
  1.  Not serious/critical    
2. Moderately serious/Critical    
3. Serious/critical  
4. Very serious/critical 
5. Extremely serious/critical 
3.3. Where was the illness treated? 
1. No treatment (go to Q 3.8)  
2. Non -government hospital 
3. Self-treatment  
4. Traditional healer  
5. Government health institution  
6. Private clinic  
7. Other (specify)………….. 
3.4. What was the mode of payment for the treatment?  
1. Free  
2. Priced (monetary) 





5. Other (specify)……. 
 3.5. If you had to pay, how much money (roughly) did treating the illness cost you?........ 
3.6. If your answer for 3.3 is option 2, why are you not using government hospitals?  
1. Too far to travel  
2. High fees and charges by hospital 
3. Medical care offered is inadequate 
4. Don’t trust government hospitals  
5. No medicine provided in government hospitals 
6. Other (specify)…………….. 
 3.7. If treated in a government hospital (answer to Q 3.3 is option 5), what is the main reason for going there? 
  1. National Health Insurance (NHIS) Coverage 
  2. Proximity to community 
  3. Quality medical care 
  4. Private medical care is expensive 
  5. Only choice in the neighbourhood/district 
  6. Other (specify)…………………. 
3.8. If your answer to Q 3.3 is option 1, why? 
 1. Drug prices high (OR Drugs are expensive) 
2. No transport to health facility 
3. High cost of transport 
4. Non-functional health centre in the village 
5. Other (specify)………………………………………. 
3.9. What is the main source of drinking water for your household?  
1. Pipe  
2. Spring well 
3. Borehole  
4. River  
5. Pond  
6. Others (specify)…… 
3.10. Who regularly collects the water for your household?  
1. Adult females 
2. Adult males 
3. Female children  
4. Male Children 




6. Other (specify)……… 
3.11. Do you treat this water before drinking? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
3.12. If yes, how do you treat the water before drinking it? 
1. Boil and cool before drinking  
2. Bleach and chlorine water  
3. Filter through cloth  
4. Use other filter (sand/composite Etc.)  
5. Allow the water to settle before drinking 
6. Don’t treat water  
7. Others (specify)…………………… 
3.13. What type of toilet do members of your household have access to?  
1. Pit  
2. Shared pit 
3. KVIP 
4. Community toilet 
5. Bush (free range) 
6. None  
7. Others (specify)……….. 
4. Assets of households 
 
4.1 A. Agricultural assets 
• 4.1.1 How many of the following Agricultural Implements do you own 
1. Hoe ………. 
2. Plough ……….  
3. Cutlass ………. 
4. Cart ……….. 
5. Tractor ………… 
6. Other (Specify)…………. 
 
NB: The table below contains questions relating to the ownership of land for agricultural purposes. Kindly provide 
the necessary answers to the questions that will be posed to the amount of land owned, duration of ownership etc. 
4.2. Household land size and ownership 






















Owned       
Cultivated yourself or a 
household member 
      
Sharecropped out to others       





4.3. Total value of land owned by members of the household? …………………………. 
NB: The table below contains a list of livestock assets that may be in the ownership of members of your household. 
For each of the possible livestock asset that apply to your household, kindly answer the questions that follow; 
4.4 Livestock Asset 
 




with LEAP  
funds 
Sales amount in the last 12 
months if there is any sales 
Stolen or dead in the last 
12 months 
Quantity Price (GHC) Quantity Value (Price) 
Pigs       
Cows       
Bulls       
Donkeys       
Ducks       
Sheep       
Goats       
Chickens/fowls       
Donkeys       
Guinea fowls       
Total value of livestock owned by members of the household…………………….. 
 
NB: The table below contains a range of possible house agricultural expenses during the farming season. For each 
of the options that apply to your household, kindly provide the unit price and quantity that you have to expend on: 
 
4.5. During the last farming season, how much did you and your household spend on the following; 
 
Item Quantity Unit Price Total Amount 
Farm labour    
Donkey plough    
Machinery and equipment    
Other farm inputs (e.g. fertilisers)    
Transport    
Others (specify)………..    
Total    
  
 NB: For the table below, there are a range of possible non-agricultural assets that may apply to you and your 
household. Kindly answer the questions that will be asked relating to the nature of ownership, unit price and 
whether you have the asset or not. 
4.6. Non-agricultural Assets 
                     
 Asset Yes  No Unit Px  Amou
nt 
 Source          




LEAP (NL))  
Inheritance Donation 
 
Borrowing Others  
 
 Television                      
 Radio                      






cooker                    
 
 
 Iron                      
 Refrigerator                      
 Motorcycle                      
 Bicycle                      
 Car                      
 Cell phone                      
 Satellite dish                      
 Bicycle                      
 House                      
 Shop                      
 
Others 




 4.7. What are the drivers/causes of food insecurity in your household? 
  1. Poor agricultural yields 
  2. Inadequate labour force 
  3. Irregular rainfall pattern 
  4. Diseases and pests 
  5. Low soil fertility 
  6. Climate change 
  7. Lack of farm inputs 
  8. Declining social ties 
  9. Out-migration of youth  
  10. Aged labour force 
  11. Low exchange value for livestock 
  12. Large family sizes 
  13. Inadequate financial support  
4.7. Financial assets 
 4.8a. Do you have access to any of the following financial services? 
  1. Bank 
  2. Credit union 




  4. Other (specify)………… 
4.8b. Do you have a savings account with any of the financial institutions above?  
                1. Yes   
                2. No 
4.8c. If your answer to Q4.7b is yes how much you have saved?  
1. Below GHC10  
2. GHC10 – GHC 40  
3. GHC 40 – GHC 80  
4. GHC 80 – GHC 120  
5. Above GHC 120 
4.8d. Do you have rotating credit groups (Susu)?  
                1. Yes  
                2. No 
4.8e.If your answer for Q.4.7d is yes, how much is the amount of Susu.......... 
                    How much is the amount of Susu.......... 
                                    Duration of Susu (weekly/monthly)………….. 
                    Number of participants……………. 
                    Number of household members who are participants………….. 
4.8f. Other forms of savings if any (specify type).....................  
                    Specify amount of saving......................... 
4.8g. If you need to borrow money from any credit/financial institutions (Bank, microfinance etc.) would they lend 
it to you? 
 1. Yes   
                2. No 
                3. I don’t know 
4.8h. If your answers for Q.4.7g is no, what is the reason? 
 1. Lack of collateral 
 2. Don’t have an account with them 
 3. Lack of financial management 
 4. Can’t pay the interest rates 
 5. Other (specify)…………….. 
4.8i. From who else do you borrow money from when you are in need? 
1. Family member(s)  
2. Neighbours and friends  
3. Church 
  4. Money lender  
                                5. Other (specify)……………….. 
4.9 Financial liabilities (Household Loan) 




1. Yes  
2. No (skip Q. 6.2., 6.3, 6.4., and 6.5) 
4.9b. If yes, what is the amount of the current loan? Please specify………………………. 
4.9c. Source of loan?  
1. NGOs  
2. Cooperative  
3. Moneylender  
4. Relatives and friends 
  5. Micro-finance institutions  
6. Other (specify)………. 
4.9d. Why was the loan needed?  
1. To pay for agricultural inputs  
2. To start a business  
3. To pay for a ceremony  
4. To pay for food items  
5. To pay for education  
6. To send household members abroad  
7. To pay medical bills    
8. To pay for bride price 
9. To build  
10. Other (specify)………… 
4.9e. Were there any problems repaying the loan?    
1. Yes  
2. No (skip Q.4.8g) 
4.9f. If your answer is yes for Q4.8e is yes, for what is the reason? ..................................... 
 1. High interest rates from bank 
 2. Loss of crops due to weather and other natural disasters 
 3. Loss of animals due to theft, animal diseases etc. 
 4. Sickness 
 5. Payment of children school fees 
 6. Other (specify)………… 
4.9g. If your answer to 4.8e is no, is the loan still being repaid?  
1. Yes  
2. No 
4.9i. If your answer to 4.8g is yes, what sources of income are being used to pay off the loan?  
1. Agricultural income  
2. Non-agricultural income  
3. Sale of livestock  




5. Other (specify)………… 
5. Food and non-food Consumption expenditure 
 NB: For each of the food items listed in the table below, kindly respond (those that apply to your 
household) whether they were acquired through own production or purchased, or gotten through other 
sources 
5.1. Food Consumption expenditure per month 
 
No.  Items Own Through Food aid Through 
   production Purchase  transfer 
   in kg/local in  Amount in 
   unit kg/local  kg/lit 
    unit   
 Food items     
1  Millet (kg)     
2  Cassava (kg)     
3  Maize (kg)     
4  Grain (kg)     
5  Yam (kg)     
6  Rice (kg)     
7  Potato (kg)     
8  Onion (kg)     
9  Tomato (kg)     
10  Beans and peas (kg)     
11  Fruits (kg)     
12  Vegetables (kg)     
13  Dry pepper (kg)     
14  Edible oil (litres)     
15  Milk (litres)     
16  Butter (kg)     
17  Meat (kg)     
18  Sugar (kg)     
19  Coffee (kg)     
 
  NB: The table below contains a list of possible non-food expenditures of your household. For each of 
these items that relate to your household, kindly indicated the amount that was expended. 
5.2. Non-Food Expenditure 
 Non-food items Amount in GHC 




2 Education (GHC) (per month)  
3 Health (GHC) (per year)  
4 Electricity (GHC) (per month)  
5 Water (GHC) (per month)  
6 Fuel (wood, gas, charcoal) (GHC) (per month)  
7 Domestic services (servants, guard) (per month)  
8 Ceremony (GHC) (per year)  
9 Credit payment (per year)  
10 Social obligations e.g. communal contributions per month  
11 Seeds/planting material (per year)  
12 Farming materials/equipment (per year)  
13 Wages for workers who helped with farming (per year)  
14 Food for the poultry or farm animals (per month)  
15 Farm land that was rented from someone else (per month)  
16 Land tax per year  
17 Any other costs (specify)  
 
 5.3. Household Food Insecurity Access Scale  
 
Please tell us if any of the following things happened over the past 30 days and if so how often – i.e. never, 
rarely (once or twice), sometimes (3 to 10 times) or often (more than 10 times) 
 
Q Household Food Insecurity Accessible Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
 Scale(HFIAS)  (one (three to (more 
   or ten times) than 10 
   twice)  times 
      
1 Did you worry that your household would not     
 have enough food due to a lack of resources?     
2 Were you or any household member not able to     
 eat the kinds of foods you preferred because of a     
 lack of resources?     
3 Did you or any household member have to eat a     
 limited variety of foods due to a lack of     
 resources?     
4 Did you or any household member have to eat     




 because of a lack of resources to obtain other     
 types of food?     
5 Did you or any household member eat a     
 SMALLER MEAL than you felt you needed     
 because there was not enough food?     
6 Did you or any household member eat FEWER     
 MEALS in a day because there was not enough     
 food?     
7 Was there ever no food at all in your household     
 because there were not resources to get more?     
8 Did you or any household member go to sleep at     
 night hungry because there was not enough food?     
9 Did you or any household member go a whole     
 day without eating because there was not enough     
 food?     
 
5.4. Food Security Score (FCS) 
Please tell us how often you have eaten any foods made using the following in the past 7 days 
SQ. 
In the past 7 days, how often have you eaten any 
food made from the following ingredients 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
        
        
        
1 Gari, millet, sorghum, maize,        
 rice, wheat, bread,           
 potatoes, yam           
2 Pulses (beans, lentils, peas)         
3 Vegetables           
4 Fruits            
5 Eggs            
6 Meat          
7 Milk, cheese, yogurt          
8 Sugar or honey           
9 Oil, fat, or butter           
 
5.5. Coping Strategies 
 
If there were any times over the past 30 days when you did not have enough food or enough money to buy food, 





Q Options   Responses   
        
  Never (0) Hardly at all  Once in a Pretty often Always 
   ( 1 time/week)  while (3-6 (every 
     (1-2 times/week day) 
     times/wee )  
     k)   
        
1 Rely on less preferred or 
less expensive food?   
 
     
2 Borrow food, or rely on       
 help from a relative?       
3 Purchase food on credit?       
        
4 
Gather wild foods, gather 
“famine foods”, hunt, or 
harvest immature crops?   
 
   
  
  
5 Consume seed stock that 
will be needed for next 
season? 
      
       
       
6 Send household members       
 to eat elsewhere?       
7 Send household members       
 to beg?       
8 Limit portion size at       
 mealtimes?       
9 Restrict consumption by       
 adults in order for small       
 children to eat?       
10 Reduce number of meals       
 eaten in a day?       
11 Skip entire days without       
 eating?       
 
6. Agricultural Production 
 
6.1. Have you used any of the following agricultural technologies during the last 12 months? 





















Organic fertilisers         
Inorganic fertilisers         
Vertinery services used         
Pesticides         
Artificial insemination         
Improved seeds         
New agric practices         
 
6.2a. Have you had regular assistance from agriculture extension workers? 
 1. Yes (Go to Q6.2b) 
2. No 
 6.2b. If your answer is yes for Q 6.2a, on a scale of 1 – 5, with 1 being ‘not good’ and 5 being ‘excellent’, how did 
you rate their importance? 
1. Not Good 
2. Moderately good   
3. Good   
4. Very good    
5. Excellent    
6.2c. Have you participated regularly in agricultural extension training? 
  1. Yes (go to Q.6.2d)  
2. No 
6.2d. If your answer is yes for Q 6.2c, on a scale of 1 – 5, with 1 being ‘not good’ and 5 being ‘excellent’ how did 
you rate the quality of this training? 
  1. Not Good 
  2. Moderately Good  
3. Good   
4. Very good    
5. Excellent    
6.2e. On the scale of 1 – 5, with one being Not Relevant and 5 being Very relevant, How will you rate the 
relevance of the training to your needs? 
 1. Not relevant 
 2. Moderately relevant 
 3. Relevant 
 4. Very relevant 




6.3. In which seasons have you harvested crops in the past 12 months? 
 1. Raining season  
 2. Dry season  
 3. Both seasons  
 4. No harvesting 
6.4. What kind of agriculture are you practicing? 
 1. Rain fed agriculture  
 2. Irrigated agriculture  
 3. Both rain fed and irrigated agriculture  
 4. Other (specify)………… 
6.5. What kind of farming do you practice? 
  1. Food crop farming   
  2. Mixed farming  
  3. Agro forestry  
  4. Cash crop farming   
  5. Other (specify)…………………. 
 NB: The table below gives the likely agriculture production from your household during the rainy season, for each 
of these that relates to your household production, kindly respond to the questions that will be asked. 
6.6a. Production Yield in the Rainy Season 









to pay labour 
and/or land 






Maize      
Rice      
Millet      
Pea      
Beans      
Barley      
Wheat      
Others 
(specify) 






Cotton      
Groundnuts      
Cashew      
Cassava      
Yam      
Vegetables      
Potatoes      
Others 
(specify) 
     
 
 NB: The table below gives the likely agriculture production from your household during the rainy season, for each 
of these that relates to your household production, kindly respond to the questions that will be asked. 
6.6b. Production in Dry Season 









to pay labour 
and/or land 






Maize      
Rice      
Millet      
Pea      
Beans      
Barley      
Wheat      
Others 
(specify) 
     
Cash 
crops 
Cotton      
Groundnuts      
Cashew      
Cassava      
Yam      
Vegetables      
Potatoes      
Others 
(specify) 





6.7a. How much of your domestic food needs does your production cover in an average year? 
  
1. More than we need (skip to Section 7) 
2. Enough for the whole year but no surplus 
3. Covers only 9 -11 months of what we need 
4. Covers 6-9 months of what we need 
5. Covers only 3-6 months of what we need 
6. Covers less than 3 months of what we need 
 
6.7b. If your answer for Q 6.7a is 3, 4 or 5, in which of the last 12 months did you experience a lack of food or 
money such that one or more members of your household was short of food? 
 







6.8. How many meals per day does your household consume during normal times...............? 
6.9. How many meals per day does your household consume during times of food shortage....................? 
7. Residence Characteristics 
7.1. House ownership? 1. Owned (go to7.2)  
   2. Rented in private landlord 
   3. Government house  
                                                4. Other (specify)…….. 
7.2. If you own your house, it was 
   1. Purchased  
   2. Donated  
   3. Self-built  
   4. Inherited         
   5. Other (specify)….…… 
7.3. House-building materials  
   1. Mud  
   2. Wattle and daub  
   3. Brick   




   5. Straw  
   6. Other (specify………) 
7.4. Number of rooms………………… 
7.5. Kitchen availability 1. With kitchen  
   2. Using open space  
   3. Cooking in living room  
   4. Other (specify)……………… 
7.6 Type of cooking fuel:  
 1. Gas  
  2. Charcoal  
 3. Electricity  
 4. Wood and leaves 
  5. Animal dung  
  6. Agriculture Crop Residue  
  7. Others (specify)………. 
7.7. Livestock accommodation  
 1. Inside household dwelling  
 2. Separate housing 
 3. Open space 
 4. Other (specify)……………. 
7.8. Type of lighting  
 1. Gas  
 2. Electricity  
 3. Kerosene  
 4. Wood  
 5. Other (specify)………. 
8. Access to basic services 
 





















       
Time in 
minutes 
       
 
 8.2 Do you have access to any of the following? 
 The table below is a list of services. If your answer to a particular service is yes, on a scale of 1 – 5, with 1 being 
Not Readily Accessibility and 5 being Easily Accessible, rate the level of accessibility of the service to any of your 
household members. 
No. Item No Yes 
1 Telecommunications  1 2 3 4 5 
2 Electric power       
4 Credit facilities       
        
 
9. Sources of household income 
 9.1. On-farm income for the last twelve months 
No 





1 Sale of own produced crops (excl. fruit and veg.)   
2 Sale of own produced vegetables and fruit   
3 Sale of livestock products (milk, eggs, chicken etc.)   
4 Sale of livestock   
5 Earnings from agricultural labour   
6 Others (specify)…………………   
 
 9.2. Off-farm sources of income 
 9.2a. Do you or any member of your household have any off-farm sources of income? (E.g. off-farm employment)? 
  1. Yes  
  2. No (skip Section 10) 
9.2b. If your answer is yes to the above question, please indicate the income sources for your household in the table 
below by ticking the Yes/No boxes in the table below and estimating average monthly household income from 
these sources. Answer for all of the income sources relevant to your household. 
No. Off-farm income sources Yes No Income in 
GHC/month 
1 Remittances    




3 Labouring** see also Q 9.3    
4 Selling food and drink    
5 Selling wood, grass, straw & charcoal    
6 Pito brewing    
7 Sewing, hairdresser etc.    
8 Basket work    
9 Pottery making    
10 Other earnings (specify below)    
 
9.3. **If there is any waged employment, how many household members earn a regular wage……………….. 
10. Challenges faced by your household (Risks or Shocks to Household) 
If your household has faced any of the following challenges/risks over the last 12 months, please tell us 
something about the impact that it had on you and your household income. If your answer is yes, on the 
scale of 1 – 5, with 1 being most serious impacts and 5 less serious impacts, rate the impact of the challenges 
to your household. 
Type of risks/challenges to Household 
No Yes 
Degree of impact 
if ‘Yes’ 
Estimated losses resulting from 
challenge/risk on HH 
1 2 3 4 5 Crops Livestock 
Other 
Assets 
Drought           
Agricultural pests/diseases           
Livestock pests and diseases           
Flooding           
Theft           
Post-harvest losses           
Land grabbing or loss of agricultural lands           
Human illness/sickness           
Death of breadwinner           
Food price inflation           
Agriculture input price inflation           
Agriculture output price inflation           
 
 NB: The table below is a list of other interventions that are currently taking place in your community/village, for each 
that you are benefitting/participating in, kindly rate the level of impact on a scale of 1 – 5, with 1 being ‘no impact’ 
and 5 being ‘highly significant impact’. 
11. Participation in other interventions in the community 
•  
Intervention No Yes 
1 2 3 4 5 
       
       
       
       




1. No impact 2. Low impact 3. Moderate impact 4. Strong impact 5. Highly significant impact 
11.1 Do any of these interventions have any negative impacts?  
 1. Yes  
 2. No 
11.2 If yes, what are some of the negative impacts of the interventions? ………………………… 
12. Social participation and capital 
Do you or any members of your household participate in any of the following groups? If so, which ones and how 
many of you participate? If yes, on the scale of 1 – 5, with 1 being ‘Not Active’ and 5 being ‘Very Active’, rate the 
level of participation of any of your household members. (1. Not active 2. Active 3. Somewhat active 4. Moderately 
active 5. Very Active) 
 
No.  No 
Yes 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 Farmers’ group       
2 Agric/other labour-sharing group       
3 Religious group/church       
4 Marketing cooperative       
5 Credit/saving/microfinance group       
6 Women’s group       
7 Funeral cost-sharing       
8 Water user’s group       
9 Youth association       
10 Other (specify)………………..       
 
Thank you 

















Dear study participant 
I am a postgraduate research student at Newcastle University. I am conducting research which 
seeks to investigate the impact of LEAP (the Livelihood Empowerment Against Poverty 
programme) on food security and resilience development in beneficiary households. Your 
participation in this interview must be voluntary. Your participation in this interview must be 
voluntary and be assured that information provided herein is strictly for academic purposes 
and will be treated with the utmost confidentiality. If you consent to participate then you are 
entreated to answer the questions as accurately as possible. 
Confidentiality: 
Any information you provide in the interview is greatly appreciated and will be treated 
confidentially. Your anonymity will be maintained throughout the analysis process, with each 
participant being assigned a participation identification number that will be used in transcripts 
of the interview recordings, questionnaires and in the study write up. All information will be 
secured either on secure hard drives or filing cabinets in a secured office space, which is not 
freely accessible to the public 
If you consent to participate then please answer the questions as accurately as possible. Thank 
you for participating in this study. Upon completion, we will provide a token to thank you for 
your participation. 
Thank you again for your time and co-operation, it is very much appreciated and will greatly 
help me with my Ph.D. research. If you have any further questions please feel free to ask at any 
time prior to or during the interview. 
Do you willingly consent to participate in this survey?  [  ] Yes  [  ] No 
- Ask for head of the household and request permission to interview household member 
- Mention name and introduce research objectives to the interviewee 
- Indicate the confidentiality and the fact that the interview is just for academic purposes 




- Sign or thumbprint informed consent forms 
- Thank interviewee for voluntary participation and commence interview 
General introduction 
1. Information about the interviewee and household characteristics 
- Number of household members, including children and non-working adults 
- Marital status of respondents?  
o Are you an indigene?  
o If not an indigene, what is the main reasons for moving to this community? 
Livelihood and Food Strategies  
2. How do people make a living in your village or community? 
3. How do you and your household make a living? 
- What do you and your household mainly depend on as a source of income (make a living 
from)? 
- Do you make a living through producing food? 
- If not, how else do you make a living (Focus on the food livelihood strategies) 
o Is this livelihood strategy able to support you and your household food needs?  
• If not 
o Why do you think it is unable to support you and your household? 
o If yes 
o Who do you think can support you and your household? 
o Do you rely on some other sources of support? (For food, clothes, health 
insurance, water etc.)  
o Who provides this support and in what form is this support? 
§ Is this support directed to communities or households 
§ Is provided by the government or an NGO? 
- What is your understanding of food security? 
- What will be enough food to you and your household? 
o Are you food secure? (will you say you and your household have enough food) 
Why? 
o So, are you and your household food insecure? Why do you consider yourself 
food insecure?  
o What are some of the barriers to food security in your household and community 
o What is making others food secure than you? 
- Do you receive support from elsewhere? Where is this support coming from and why 
do you receive these support(s)? 
o From government 
o From non-governmental organisations 
o From family and other social networks 
[Focus on the survival strategies of the household; attempts to live and remain food 
secure; access to basic amenities like health care, education, credit etc.] 
Livelihood Empowerment Against Poverty (LEAP) project – Cash Transfers 
4. Have you heard of the Livelihood Empowerment Against Poverty (LEAP) project? 
i. Where and how did you hear of the LEAP project? 





[If a beneficiary, proceed to ask the following questions and if not a beneficiary, 
skip to section 4] 
 
b. If you are a beneficiary of this project, tell me more about how it is organised, 
the transfers, and the benefits you and your household get from being 
beneficiaries 
c. How have you come to be a beneficiary of the project?  
a. Can you tell me more about what you use the ‘LEAP Money’ for? For example, you 
may use it to obtain food, health insurance, clothes, building project, and employing 
farm workers?  
i. Give examples 
ii. What assets have you acquired? 
iii. Are these assets helping you become Food Secure? 
iv. Do you still go hungry or sometimes go a night without food? 
b. Tell me about how this has improved or not improved your personal and household? 
Food security status. (Focus on the use of the transfers of the LEAP project and try 
to trace how it is being disbursed or how expenses are made out of it). 
c. Who receives the support and why is he/she given the support? 
d. Who makes the decisions with regards to the use of the cash funds and why? 
e. Are you required to fulfil certain conditions before transfer funds are released or 
given to you? What are these conditions?  
f. Tell me more about how you meet these conditions 
g. Why have you not met the conditions? 
h. Are there any consequences for not meeting the conditions? 
i. If interviewee is a beneficiary, probe further to know whether it is conditional or 
unconditional transfers 
j. What will happen to you and your household if LEAP support is not forthcoming? 
k. Are there problems with LEAP? 
i. Any recommendations? 
ii.  
[Focus on the uses of the cash transfers, whether for food or the building of 
livelihood assets, who has much power in deciding the use of transfer funds and 
get some illustrations of the use of transfer funds i.e. assets etc.] 
 
5. Why are you not a beneficiary of the project? 
a. Do you think you and your household qualify to be on the project and why? 
b. What would you have used support from LEAP for and why? 
c. Would like to be a beneficiary and why? 
 
6. Do you and your household members still go hungry during certain periods? (Consider 
administering the self-reported household food security status checklist) 
•  
b. Tell me more about the times and/or seasons you and your household went 
without food, the reasons and why you still go hungry (i.e. if respondent is a 






7. Do you receive support from any other organisation and in what form? 
a. Financial or non-financial 
b. Name of organisation 
•  
• [Focus on complementary activities of organisations that increases 
resilience and food security] 
Issues to watch out for in their food system and further probe: 
- Larger families who live in the same house (compound) but made up of different 
households, eat separately and share certain assets such as 
o Land 
o Water 
o Food reserves 
- Do they share land to cultivate food? How is the sharing done? And how does that affect 
the food security of individual households? 
- Social or family safety nets and how does that affect the food security of individual 
families, households in the community 
- At what stages in their food system are people seeking these safety nets? 
o How does that work? 
o Do they go when they totally run out of food supplies and who is their first point 
of call?         
- Watch out for shocks/risks in their food system that affects their resilience development 




   -*Barika yaga zaa*- 
